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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The Need for the Study 
The divorce rate in the United States and its effect upon 
families remain of great concern to mental health 
professionals. In addition, proposed changes in health care 
have created uncertainty about the place of mental health 
providers in the managed care system of the future. Expanding 
services into the area of prevention may be profitable for 
both the professionals and the general public. Therefore, 
marriage and family therapists are considering two especially 
important issues: (a) Should mental health professionals 
specializing in marriage and family also engage in the task of 
prevention?; (b) What is needed for a prevention program to be 
effective? (Goldberg, 1993). 
Marriage enrichment presents itself as beneficial for 
people who wish to enhance and strengthen marriages which are 
already happy. Over a period of approximately thirty years a 
wide variety of education programs for marriages has been 
developed and implemented. These programs have produced mixed 
results leaving no definitive answer as to what constitutes a 
really effective program. Research indicates that the outcome 
of most programs was predominantly positive (Adam & Gingras, 
1985; Giblin, Sprenkle & Sheehan, 1985; Markman, Floyd, 
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Stanley & Storaasli, 1988), but Giblin et al. (1985) also 
examined for durability of results. They found a significant 
decrease in scores between posttest and follow-up. However, 
follow-up scores did not decline to pretest averages, which 
prompted the investigators to recommend "booster" sessions to 
assist participants in maintaining their progress. 
Unfortunately, some participants had less than 
satisfactory experiences and investigators are concerned about 
what may have contributed to this problem. According to Krug 
and Ahadi (1986) men and women who participate in marital 
enrichment differ from the population encouraged to attend. 
They seem less well-adjusted and more dysfunctional in their 
interpersonal relationships. Powell and Wampler (1982) also 
have indicated that while couples choosing to participate in 
enrichment were not so discouraged as those in counseling, 
marital satisfaction was not so high as that of happily 
married couples who chose not to attend. Powell and Wampler 
cautioned that as present advertising emphasizes participation 
by happy couples, changing the literature to indicate the 
programs are effective with slightly unhappy couples might 
attract a more severely dysfunctional group of people. These 
marriages might be so distressed that they could not be helped 
by the content of current enrichment programs. L'Abate and 
Weeks (1976) proposed any intervention has the potential of 
making a situation worse instead of better, whether as a part 
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of therapy or enrichment. While they concluded "getting 
worse" could be an indication of change taking place, they 
also warned that in some situations enrichment is not 
sufficient assistance, and therapy might be necessary. When 
Doherty and Walker (1982) investigated for any relationship 
between participation in Marriage Encounter and later marital 
deterioration, they deduced that the brevity and intensity of 
the program might be contributing factors. Consequently, they 
suggested protecting people from becoming "casualties" by 
establishing a more systematic effort to screen-out distressed 
couples. 
The conclusion Giblin, Sprenkle and Sheehan (1985) drew 
from their findings appears contradictory. Their meta­
analysis indicated a greater positive effect upon distressed 
subjects than on individuals from happy marriages. Therefore, 
they challenged the belief that enrichment should exclude 
clinical subjects. However, the fact that the distress of 
some marriages increased significantly cannot be ignored. 
Certain characteristics of the individuals in distressed 
marriages may have produced the dramatic contrast in the 
research conclusions, and that possibility deserves 
consideration. 
In 1986 Mace and Mace identified the fact that certain 
couples lack the ability or motivation to make the changes 
necessary for improvement to take place. Literature indicates 
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the possibility of a connection among internal locus of 
control, self-esteem and marital satisfaction which may 
account for an individual's inability or unwillingness to 
change. As resistance on the part of either partner can 
thwart cooperative efforts in a marriage, information about 
locus of control discovered by L'Abate and Weeks (1976) is 
extremely valuable. They found when systems contain 
individuals who externalize problems, do not accept personal 
responsibility for their actions, and blame others for their 
difficulties, they do not improve. Such individuals are 
resistant to change because they have a strong investment in 
keeping relationships as they are. These researchers 
considered the enrichment programs available at the time of 
their investigations to be lacking in sufficient power and 
specific content to correct this problem. 
In 1985 Greene and Kelley found that when people achieve 
a greater sense of being in control of their lives they 
develop a stronger feeling of competency. However, they also 
discovered that, in the short term, improved communication 
skills and increased differentiation of self can lead to a 
less satisfying marriage. As a result of becoming more 
autonomous, an individual would be likely to use more 
assertive and/or new behaviors which, at least initially, may 
meet with spousal disapproval and/or resistance. Feldman 
(1982) indicated that a spouse's being overly involved in 
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maintaining his or her own self-esteem can result in 
insensitivity to the needs and wishes of the other. 
Investigating these factors which might have contributed 
to even a limited number of marriages "getting worse" may 
assist in the development of a screening process. Information 
may also be gained which could contribute to an increase in 
the effectiveness of marital-enrichment programs. 
In summary, research indicated the likelihood that 
marriage enrichment may be of benefit to more than happily 
married couples. However, while some couples, whose marriages 
were distressed at the beginning of a program, benefitted from 
their participation, others' relationships deteriorated. Pre-
screening of couples seems appropriate, but this requires a 
means of determining which of the distressed couples need to 
be referred to a more suitable enrichment program and/or 
therapy. Course content needs to be developed and included 
which will meet the needs of the more problematic 
relationships. Both of these goals necessitate the 
identification of factors contributing to the dysfunction of 
the relationships. The study of internal locus of control and 
self-esteem appears to offer an opportunity to gain insights 
into resistance to change, externalization of responsibility 
and marital dysfunction. An investigation into how clinical 
and happy couples compare in terms of locus of control, self-
esteem and level of marital satisfaction may provide the 
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foundation for meeting the above objectives. 
Statement of Purpose 
The purpose of this research was the investigation of the 
difference in levels of internal locus of control, self-
esteem, and marital satisfaction between couples seeking 
marriage counseling and happily-married couples. Because of 
the information secured by Powell and Wampler (1982) and 
Giblin, Sprenkle & Sheehan (1985), two groups of happily-
married couples were used. One group was composed of couples 
who had not attended marriage enrichment or marriage 
counseling. The second group was made up of people who had 
been in marriage enrichment and continued to participate 
actively. 
Definition of Terms 
For the purposes of this study, the following definitions 
of terms were employed: 
Marriage Enrichment. Preventative programs employing 
exercises and discussions in effective communication, 
productive conflict resolution and commitment to improving the 
relationship, as a means of strengthening well-functioning 
marriages. 
Marital Satisfaction. The svibjective experiencing and 
evaluation by married individuals of their relationship 
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fulfilling expectations measured by Hudson's Index of Marital 
Satisfaction, (1982). 
Self-Esteem. "The evaluation, the liking and respect, 
an individual has of oneself. People with high self-esteem, 
for instance, have self-respect — consider themselves as 
people of worth. At the same time they recognize their faults 
which they hope to change. People with low self-esteem lack 
respect for themselves, consider themselves unworthy, 
inadequate and seriously deficient" (Greene, 1985/86, p. 81). 
The measurement instrument was Hudson's Index of Self-esteem, 
(1982) . 
Internal Locus of Control. Duttweiler (1984) defined 
internal locus of control as the perception held by 
individuals of the extent to which events in their lives are 
primarily the consequence of their own actions. For the 
purpose of this study internal locus of control was assessed 
by Duttweiler's Internal Control Index. 
Research Questions 
Consistent with the purpose of this study there were four 
general questions to be investigated. 
Question one. What difference, if any, is there in 
marital satisfaction, self-esteem and internal locus of 
control between individuals seeking marriage counseling and 
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non-clinical individuals who define their marriages as happy? 
Question two. What difference, if any, is there in 
marital satisfaction, self-esteem and internal locus of 
control between couples seeking marriage counseling and non­
clinical couples who define their marriages as happy? 
Question three. What relationship, if any, is there 
among marital satisfaction, self-esteem and internal locus of 
control between individuals seeking marriage counseling and 
non-clinical individuals who define their marriages as happy? 
Question four. What relationship, if any, is there 
among marital satisfaction, self-esteem and internal locus of 
control between couples seeking marriage counseling and non­
clinical couples who define their marriages as happy? 
Limitations 
There were three major limitations of this study. First, 
the answers by the spouses of their evaluations of themselves 
and their marriages were accepted as the actual conditions. 
The basis for this acceptance was the assumption that each 
person would respond honestly on the questionnaires if 
appropriate conditions for confidentiality were established. 
Secondly, the composition of the sample limited the 
conclusiveness and applicability of the findings. All the 
clinical individuals were seeking counseling through an agency 
supported by a group of religious organizations. The 
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implication of this limitation is that they may not be typical 
of married individuals, as a whole, who are seeking marriage 
counseling. Also, as only couples were used, they may not be 
representative of individuals seeking marital counseling 
without their spouses. 
All the non-clinical couples were volunteers and many 
were members of the religious organizations supporting the 
agency. They may not be as representative of their part of 
the general population as a random sample would be. 
The participants were predominantly middle-class, well-
educated individuals from the Midwest. Therefore, the results 
of the study are only applicable to a similar population. 
Finally, the size of the sample also limited the extent 
to which some of the findings could be generalized to the 
population as a whole. The sample size of each group was 
small enough that the statistical significance of evaluating 
the participants as couples and by sex may have been affected. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This review of the literature is divided into four 
sections: marriage enrichment, marital satisfaction, internal 
locus of control, and self-esteem. As this researcher agrees 
with Sherman and Dinkmeyer (1987) that Adlerian theory 
provides a basis for theoretical synthesis, applicable 
Adlerian theory, other relevant theory, and representative 
research are discussed with each topic area. 
Marriage Enrichment 
Alfred Adler, the Viennese psychiatrist, spent most of 
his life involved in prevention as he was convinced that 
remedial services could never keep up with the development of 
problems. Before his death in 1937, he invested most of his 
energy educating parents and teachers on what adult-child 
relationships can contribute to the mental health and well-
being of future generations. According to Ansbacher and 
Ansbacher (1956) Adler challenged parents, teachers, 
ministers, and physicians to recognize that the future depends 
on adults overcoming their own "self-boundedness" and 
educating the next generation to be concerned not only for 
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self, but also for family members, nation, and ultimately, all 
mankind. In 1962 Mace and Mace (1986) made a similar 
decision. When they reviewed what they had accomplished in 
the thirty years they had worked as marriage counselors. Mace 
and Mace were dismayed to observe a steady increase in the 
number of troubled marriages. In contemplating the 
possibility of adding a preventative program to their 
services, they began to consider what would constitute an 
effective program. Later in 1962, they were invited to lead 
the first of many weekend retreats for couples whose marriages 
were not in trouble, but who wanted stronger relationships. 
Their initial amazement with how much was learned by the 
retreat participants became a resolution that a prevention 
movement was needed as a parallel to marriage counseling. 
The general goal of all prevention programs is to teach 
the skills necessary to satisfactory adjustment before 
problems arise (Olson, Russell & Sprenkle, 1980; Markman, 
Floyd & Storaasli, 1988). Sauber (1974) identified marriage 
enrichment groups as developmental and preventive. He 
indicated that originally marriage enrichment programs were 
designed with a primary focus on communication of positive 
feelings between husband and wife, not on helping couples 
resolve marital problems. People in distressed marriages were 
not regarded as suitable candidates for enrichment (unless it 
was used as a supplement to therapy). Zimpfer (1988) 
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identified additional, specific goals of marriage enrichment 
as seeking to increase positive feelings and to improve 
marital adjustment and satisfaction. The programs strive to 
accomplish these objectives by teaching participants to 
identify their own and their spouses' needs and expectations; 
to improve communication skills, including self-disclosure and 
empathy; and to develop problem-solving skills. 
As interest in prevention increased a wide variety of 
marriage enrichment programs were developed and utilized. 
Researchers evaluating the programs for effectiveness found 
little consistency: length varied from weekend workshops to 
semester-long courses, format from highly structured to 
unstructured, style from didactic to experiential, and 
facilitators from skilled professionals to minimally trained 
volunteers. Over time even the characteristics of the 
participants began to change. As the movement grew and people 
found the programs beneficial, more distressed couples began 
to attend. These variations handicapped the researchers 
examining the effectiveness of the programs, but, despite the 
obstacles, their investigations yielded valuable information 
(Giblin, Sprenkle & Sheehan, 1985; Giblin, 1986; Zimpfer, 
1988). 
Instruction in communication and problem-solving are 
generally accepted as essential to any marriage enrichment 
program (Giblin, Sprenkle & Sheehan, 1985; Diskin, 1986; 
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Glblin, 1986; Cleaver, 1987; Worthington, Buston & Hammonds, 
1989). Giblin (1986) concluded that enrichment makes an 
apparent difference in relationship skills, but suggested that 
changes will be smaller and slower in the areas of intimacy, 
relationship quality and marital happiness and satisfaction. 
Prompted by concern about the move toward including more 
dysfunctional participants, some researchers encouraged 
strengthening the content and increasing the length of the 
programs. Dinkmeyer and Carlson (1986b) expressed the opinion 
that teaching communication skills to couples who do not have 
positive regard for each other has the potential for 
increasing their ability to attack each other and destroy 
their relationship. Because of this potential Dinkmeyer and 
Carlson (1986a) developed their own marriage enrichment 
program to include training based on the concept that people 
are primarily self-determined with the capacity to create 
their own perceptions and choose their own behaviors. 
Dinkmeyer and Carlson (1984) teach couples that by choosing to 
change their attitudes and to take responsibility for their 
own actions, they can reduce the tendency to blame others and 
to make excuses for themselves. Then their energy can be put 
to more profitable use by directing their efforts toward 
enhancing their marriage. 
Likewise, Nelson and Friest (1980) cautioned against 
considering communication skills alone to be sufficient to 
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maintain a satisfying relationship. They concurred with the 
idea that, while needs, situations and relationships influence 
people, individuals behave as they choose. Nelson and Friest 
utilized one of the most effective marriage enrichment 
programs in their investigation of what could be accomplished 
by adding instruction in developing awareness of choice. The 
objective of their research was to encourage more constructive 
thinking, more positive feelings and more beneficial behavior 
in the marriage. The addition of this content not only 
assisted group members in becoming aware of the choices 
available to them, it also substantially improved the 
relationships of the participants and increased the positive 
feelings the individual members had about themselves. When 
Greene (1985-86) evaluated the same program and also 
discovered that self-esteem was enhanced, he recommended 
adding, at the beginning of the course, a section designed to 
alter the negative internal conversations as a means of 
increasing the improvement to self-esteem. Later Greene and 
Kelley (1986) added a cognitive restructuring component as 
Greene had suggested previously and their results indicated 
both increased improvement in self-esteem and development of a 
more internal locus of control. The idea that self-esteem is 
important to the willingness to risk change was supported in 
this study. They found that individuals with higher esteem at 
the beginning of the program had greater success in learning 
15 
the concepts and skills. Greene and Kelley considered this 
development important enough to recommend that more programs 
teach techniques to improve self-esteem before providing other 
instruction. 
According to Adler (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1956) feelings 
of inferiority produce a fear of loss of self-esteem. The 
specific manifestation of this fear may vary with the 
individual, but its essence is revealed in an excessive 
longing to be pampered, a lack of ability and inclination to 
cooperate, and a desire to take and not give. 
A request for a desired change, made by one spouse when 
the other was unwilling to honor that request, was likely to 
frustrate and irritate both the husband and the wife (Margolin 
& Weiss, 1978). If then, as a result of participating in an 
enrichment program, one spouse repeatedly demanded change of 
an unwilling partner, the growing frustration and resentment 
both experienced could have led only to an increase in marital 
problems. Giblin (1986) had warned that marriage enrichment 
participants might experience negative changes initially 
because of disruption in expectations and awkwardness in using 
new skills. However, researchers found more serious distress. 
Lester and Doherty (1983) evaluated 129 couples who had 
participated in a program with a one weekend format. They 
discovered that while over 75% reported overall positive 
effect, 10% of the couples suffered potentially serious 
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negative effects (three or more complaints per couple related 
to more conflict, greater frustration, and revelation of 
problems which previously had been concealed). They also 
learned that 40% of all the participating couples had at least 
one negative evaluation of the impact on their marriage. 
Of particular relevance to this issue was the information 
conveyed by Madden (1987) concerning the reluctance of couples 
to reveal their problems. Madden discovered that when couples 
were addressed orally about their problems, very few were 
willing to discuss them in front of their spouses. When 
written responses were sought, the couples indicated the 
presence of problems which had not been mentioned orally. 
In investigating self-disclosure Ridley and Bain (1983) 
noted a substantial increase during the program, which by the 
six-month follow-up had returned to pretest level. Joanning 
(1982) was of the opinion that training sessions created a 
social event which produced a greater sense of closeness as a 
result of the participants investing time in their own 
relationship and observing other couples. These good feelings 
diminished between the end of the course and follow-up which 
may be attributed in part to the program's ending. However, 
Joanning also proposed that training may have established new 
awareness of potentials for marriage and that the couples 
might have experienced disappointment and increased 
frustration when these expectations weren't realized. Of 
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additional concern to Joanning was the possibility that one or 
both partners may have been dissatisfied, but had not 
previously expressed it openly. If that were the case they 
might have resisted implementing the skills being learned 
because of a desire to avoid what they perceived as an 
increased risk to their relationship. Pressure to communicate 
more openly during training sessions may have increased 
awareness of these previously concealed issues and produced 
further distress when they weren't resolved. Doherty and 
Walker (1982) reported evidence of pressure from leaders on 
participants to disclose personal information to each other 
which brought sensitive issues into the open before the 
couples were equipped to deal with them. In addition, wives 
would frequently put intense pressure on their husbands to 
communicate more often, to disclose more, and to give more to 
the relationship. Then the situation was made even more 
difficult for the couples by the leaders' implicit expectation 
that the participants should be feeling positive about their 
experience. 
In spite of advertisement seeking participants from 
basically healthy marriages and published concerns about the 
adequacy of many programs to meet the needs of dysfunctional 
relationships, publicly-distressed couples are often actively 
recruited for marriage enrichment programs (Doherty & Walker, 
1982; Zimpfer, 1988). Consequently, researchers urge leaders 
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of marriage enrichment programs to recognize that, because the 
content of these courses varies so significantly, the programs 
are not interchangeable. They also recommend the leaders 
screen potential participants and refer applicants to the 
appropriate program and/or counseling depending on the degree 
of dysfunction of the couple or individual (Doherty & Walker, 
1982; Zimpfer, 1988; Guerney & Maxson, 1990). 
Marital Satisfaction 
By comparing the couples attending their retreats with 
people in very happy marriages and others in very troubled 
marriages. Mace and Mace (1986) concluded that three elements 
are essential to a successful marriage: (a) an effective 
communication system based on openness and honesty; (b) a 
process for making productive use of all conflicts that arise 
in the relationship; and (c) a commitment by both partners to 
improve the relationship. 
While effective communication and problem-solving skills 
are indispensable to the success of any relationship, DeTurck 
and Miller (1986) stressed that the thought processes behind a 
couple's communication make a vital contribution to their 
ability to relate and to "manage" each other. That Adler 
(1931) considered attitude to be the heart of the relationship 
is apparent in his definition of a satisfying marriage: 
Each partner must be more interested in the other 
than himself. This is the only basis on which love and 
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marriage can be successful. If each partner is to be 
more interested in the other partner than in himself, 
there must be equality. If there is to be so intimate a 
devotion, neither partner can feel subdued nor 
overshadowed. Equality is possible only if both partners 
have this attitude. It should be the effort of each to 
ease and enrich the life of the other. In this way each 
will be safe; each will feel that he is worthwhile and 
that he is needed. The fundamental guarantee of 
marriage, the meaning of marital happiness, is the 
feeling that you are worthwhile, that you cannot be 
replaced, that your partner needs you, that you are 
acting well, and that you are a fellow man and true 
friend. (p.267) 
Belsky and Kelly (1994) pointed out that a marriage grows 
from two individuals to a self-contained system in which 
anything that affects one eventually affects the other. They 
emphasized the importance of the sense of unity which develops 
through a husband and wife having in common values, goals, and 
a view of what obligations they have to each other and the 
marriage. Mutual respect and equality in decision-making were 
important to both partners finding satisfaction in marriage. 
The closer the couple came to consensus in the process of 
making a decision, the more satisfied they both were with the 
solution. When one spouse tried to regulate conflict by 
making decisions with little or no input from the other, the 
result was resentment (Kingsbury & Scanzoni, 1989). Margolin 
and Weiss (1978) also examined the importance of mutual 
participation in the process of change. They stressed the 
value of a spouse making positive responses to a partner's 
disclosures and emphasized the essentiality of viewing 
themselves as a team working toward a common goal. Their 
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results indicated that mutuality was vital, but that spouses 
had difficulty being objective and assigned different 
interpretations to their interactions. Margolin and Weiss 
expressed concern that this tendency to misinterpret might 
escalate as relationship distress increased. 
As a result of researching what qualities and 
capabilities contribute to a successful adjustment to the 
birth of the first child, Belsky and Kelly (1994) discovered 
that an essential factor was the degree to which the husband 
and wife were willing to modify their individual priorities 
and establish themselves as a team. In the couples who had 
the greatest success each partner had developed an internal 
balance between the desire to be independent and the desire to 
be linked to others. The demands this process made of each 
individual differed substantially and self-esteem was found to 
play an integral part in the accomplishment of the 
adjustments. Belsky and Kelly assert that as autonomy is 
usually a higher priority for the man, his dominant issue is 
whether or not he is willing to surrender enough of his 
independence for the common good of the marriage and family. 
Since women more often define themselves in relational terms, 
the dominant issue for the wife is if she can regulate her 
dependency needs to handle minor problems on her own. Failure 
to achieve a balance results in each spouse being preoccupied 
with self and oblivious to the feelings of the other. 
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Both the husband and wife bring into the marriage an 
individual internal contract based on personal needs combined 
with an expectation that the other person will meet them. 
Conflict and marital distress are the product of the failure 
of the relationship to fulfill these desires (Adam & Gringas, 
1982; Avis, 1986). People fundamentally yearn to be accepted 
and to be married to someone who provides positive responses 
and is flexible enough to adjust to changes in the 
individual's role definitions. Often partners attempt to 
limit each other and refuse to accept and accommodate changes 
in each other. This response may be the result of the 
individual's desire to dominate or to the inability to 
tolerate the new behaviors. Nonetheless, the outcome for both 
people is often frustration, aggression, and fear of rejection 
(Eveson & Eveson, 1974). Gerson, Hoffman, Sauls, and Ulrici 
(1993) detected that increased tension and anxiety in the 
marriage often lead to a tendency of the partners to blame 
each other. Both seem to consider the distress in the 
marriage to be the fault of the other and accused one another. 
Another common interaction is when one blames and the second 
placates in order to avoid conflict while internally rejecting 
the validity of the blamer's statements. Avis (1986) pointed 
out that denial of competitive feelings generally produces 
behaviors destructive to the marriage as an indirect 
expression of dissatisfaction. 
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In developing a process for evaluation and treatment of 
marital conflict, Guerln, Fay, Burden, and Kautto (1987) 
Identified four stages of marital conflict. Stage One couples 
have a minimal degree of conflict and can be expected to 
respond to education about what Is required to make a marriage 
work. Stage Two couples have been In active conflict for 
less than six months, exhibit a substantial loss of "self-
focus" (the ability to recognize their Individual contribution 
to the problem), and display a significant degree of 
projection. Stage Three couples have been In clinically 
severe conflict for more than six months. Their use of 
projection Is intense with each blaming the other and both 
either unable to obtain or maintain self-focus. Stage Four 
refers to couples where one or both have lawyers. A large 
percentage of couples at this stage are beyond therapeutic 
intervention needing only assistance to work through the 
divorce. 
Marriage enrichment openly seeks happy couples who fall 
outside of the categories outlined by Guerln, et al. who 
clearly indicated Stage One couples also to be appropriate for 
education. Couples at Stage Four obviously are inappropriate 
and are easily screened by inquiry concerning attorneys. The 
critical issue is how to discern who from the other groups can 
benefit from marriage enrichment and who requires therapy. A 
means of evaluating the degree of Internality of locus of 
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control and self-esteem might assist in predicting into which 
group couples seeking enrichment might belong. 
Internal Locus of Control 
Internal locus of control describes the perception 
individuals have of the extent to which the events in their 
lives are primarily the conseguence of their own actions 
(Duttweiler, 1984; Greene & Kelley, 1985). Sherman and 
Dinkmeyer (1987) indicated that each self-determined 
individual has free will and some degree of choice with regard 
to what happens in his or her life. Choice of behavior is 
based on goals and perceptions which are greatly affected by 
family history and other environmental influences, but are not 
determined by them. According to Ansbacher and Ansbacher 
(1956), Adler expressed that: 
The child, in his employment of the influences he 
has experienced from his own body and from the 
environment, is more or less dependent on his own 
creative power and on his ability to divine a path. His 
opinion of life, which is at the bottom of his 
attitude to life and is neither shaped into words nor 
expressed in thought, is his own masterpiece. Thus the 
child arrives at his law of movement which aids him after 
a certain amount of training to obtain a style of life, 
in accordance with which we see the individual thinking, 
feeling, and acting throughout his entire life, 
(p. 187-188) 
The idea of "soft-determinism" is further explained by 
Manaster and Corsini (1982) in describing the influence of the 
creative power of the individual. People create the style of 
their movement through life and direct their energies as they 
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choose though they may not be consciously aware of their 
ultimate goal or of the freedom they have to choose. These 
authors believe that with the proper knowledge and training 
people can modify their own personalities as well as those of 
others. 
Ellis (1988) maintained a similar position. He stressed 
how humans beings can examine, judge and change ideas, 
emotions and behaviors, thereby creating free will or self-
determination, but they can also choose not to implement this 
process. The self-created belief system defines the extent to 
which people are cognizant of available choices. As long as 
they believe they have no free will, they will behave as 
though they have none. Nevertheless, they do have the 
capacity to change their attitudes and behaviors even if they 
do not perceive that potential. 
Powell (1992) researched cognitive factors contributing 
to coronary-prone behaviors with special emphasis on 
perceptions about control. She approached the issue of 
control from the idea of two types of determinism, pure 
environmental determinism and reciprocal determinism, as a 
contrast to the usual constructs of locus of control. Pure 
environmental determinism was presented as the belief that 
environmental stimuli cause human behavior with the resulting 
conclusion that regulation of one's own behavior can be 
accomplished only by changing the environmental contributors. 
25 
A corollary to that belief is that external factors can always 
be changed if a person tries long and hard enough. In a 
distressing situation the pure determinist blames the other 
person. An on-going irritant leads to efforts to change the 
stressor. Powell indicated that this self-defeating attitude 
results in low perceived control because many events and 
people are beyond a person's direct control. 
Reciprocal determinism was presented by Powell (1992) as 
the belief that personal factors, such as physiology, 
thoughts, emotions and behaviors, interact with environmental 
influences as determinants of each other. In her opinion 
control is accomplished either by bringing the environmental 
factors into accordance with the person's own wishes or by 
adjusting oneself to the environment. The appropriate 
combination of the two processes acknowledges that personal 
and environmental responsibility are associated with both 
action and acceptance as required by the situation. 
In his research on locus of control Szmajke (1983) 
anticipated a second classification of internal individuals 
who attributed successes to themselves and failures to 
external factors as a means of preserving their present level 
of self-perception. His results identified this pattern as 
relevant instead to "defensive" externals. His research 
further indicated that an external individual with a high 
self-esteem score also experiences a high need for social 
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approval. Szmajke interpreted this as a defensive response 
and an expression of anxiety resulting from insecurity. A 
second category of "congruent" externals, who were low on 
self-esteem and high in self-concern, attributed both success 
and failures to external factors and felt helpless about 
influencing events. He also found all externals to be less 
responsible, more inhibited and distrustful of others, and in 
possession of less adequate self-knowledge. Szmajke also 
proposed that locus of control plays a vital part in acquiring 
self-knowledge. He considers the perception of oneself as an 
active agent responsible for what occurs to be essential to 
the development of a sense of identity. If one's behavior is 
believed to be the result of external forces, no knowledge of 
self is gained. Internal individuals are more capable of 
self-observation and of gaining self-knowledge. 
Spouses who were low on differentiation of self viewed 
themselves as extensions of each other. They exhibited 
excessive dependency with their sense of well-being 
predominantly contingent upon their actions and reactions to 
each other (Greene & Kelley, 1985). The over-identifying 
person comes to see self and spouse as one and the same person 
resulting in an expectation that they should feel and behave 
the same (Belsky & Kelly, 1994). A variety of results has 
been obtained concerning locus of control when research 
focused on comparing men and women. Griffore, Kallen, 
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Popovich, and Powell (1990) found positive correlations 
between locus of control and self-esteem for men and women. 
In another study internal males appeared to be more confident 
about their problem-solving ability than did external males, 
while internal females did not differ substantially from 
external females (Johnson & Kilmann, 1975). Women students 
with high self-esteem were found to have a stronger sense of 
control over events and felt more free from the control of 
others (Ryckman & Cannon, 1975). The results of an 
investigation by Ryckman and Sherman (1973) indicated 
individuals with higher self-esteem were also more internal 
with no significant difference between men and women. 
Lombardo and Berzonsky (1975) found that men and women 
generally do not appear to differ in locus of control, but the 
research indicated that internals were more self-accepting 
than externals. 
Doherty (1981) had found marital dissatisfaction for only 
the wife in marriages where the wife was external and the 
husband internal. He suggested that the external wives, who 
were more needy of support and more likely to complain about 
not receiving it, were married to internal men who guarded 
their independence, withheld support, and perceived their 
wives as aggressive and irritating. The results of a study by 
Sabatelli (1986) revealed an increase in complaints for both 
spouses when the wife was more internal than her husband. 
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Sabatelll offered as an explanation the possibility that 
internal husbands felt more personally responsible for the 
quality of the marriage and the results of their efforts were 
revealed in their wives' scores. The wives, regardless of 
their locus of control orientation, were likely to complain 
more than their husbands. Sabatelli suggested that cultural 
values influence wives to invest sufficient effort into the 
marital relationship whether the wife was internal or 
external. Therefore, her husband's perception of her marital 
performance was not affected strongly. Smolen and Spiegel 
(1987) suggested that internality modified the effects of 
spousal provocation for husbands, but not for wives. Ridley 
and Bain (1983) associated the willingness to be self-
disclosing with awareness that the relationship will benefit 
from the revelation, feeling skilled enough in communication 
and having a partner who was not only receptive, but 
accepting. Belsky and Kelly (1994) claimed that for women 
aggressiveness was an expression of powerlessness when their 
husbands were "stonewalling." They explained that women 
increased their attacks seeking a response. When the wife 
eventually received a reaction, a destructive cycle of 
escalation and counter-escalation began. 
Madden (1987) brought important insight into the 
situation: 
Although related, perceived control and power are 
distinct concepts. Perceived control represents one's 
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feelings about being able to control one's own outcomes. 
Power represents one's ability to influence another 
person. One need not be able to influence others to feel 
in control of events in one's life, even in a 
relationship in which outcomes are interdependent. 
Sometimes power might be necessary to gain satisfactory 
outcomes when cooperation is required to achieve ends, 
but sometimes one might be able to gain satisfactory 
outcomes without involving the other at all. (p. 74) 
Madden further explained that a person with low perceived 
control is likely to have low power and feel helpless and 
dissatisfied in the marriage. In a relationship of equality 
both partners may have enough influence in the decisions, even 
though neither has total control, for them both to be 
optimistic and satisfied with their marriage. In addressing 
the issue of influencing the behavior of another, Adler (1927) 
pointed out that the willingness of a person to be influenced 
by another is dependent directly upon having confidence that 
the other person is acting with consideration. Each partner 
is more willing to cooperate and to be influenced by the other 
when each is aware that his or her rights are being respected. 
When DeTurck and Miller (1986) investigated the part 
communication played in conjugal power, they established that 
the perception of people as powerful is based on the degree of 
success they have in using persuasion to control others. They 
examined couples' styles of communicating to see whether they 
used discriminations about their spouses as individuals or 
used stereotypic generalizations as a basis in formulating 
their messages. Communications specifically designed for the 
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hearer's attitudes, feelings, needs or desires were much more 
likely to achieve the speaker's persuasive goal. DeTurck and 
Miller also examined the data for the affect of conjugal power 
on self-esteem. They discovered no reliable affect on 
husbands' self-esteem, but for wives the influence was 
significant. 
In a study involving women only, Wells-Parker, Miller, 
and Topping (1990) identified that high self-esteem is related 
to high power while low self-esteem is associated with 
personal helplessness. The issue of power, not locus of 
control, is significantly related to depression. If the wife 
has a low power expectancy, typically the response is to 
accept, avoid or ignore the problem. When Murgai and 
Sathyavathi (1988) researched characteristics of neurotic 
depressives as compared to normals, the data indicated the 
depressives to be more external in locus of control, lower in 
self-esteem, more inclined to withdraw from unpleasant 
situations, more dependent on external reinforcement, and 
feeling more powerless. 
Avis (1986) focused on dual-career couples and considered 
conflict over whose career and time are more important to be 
evidence of a couple denying their competitive feelings. Avis 
also considered those competitive feelings directly related to 
the distribution and balance of power between the husband and 
wife. Ross (1991) approached the concepts of control and 
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power in tenns of the influence of income upon the marriage. 
Ross proposed that the limits marriage places upon autonomy 
and the sense of personal control may result in unequal 
distribution of conjugal power. In the marriages which had 
about equal levels of personal control, Ross attributes that 
status to the woman's increase in income serving as a counter­
balance to the man's dominant position in the marriage. 
Not only do external individuals take less responsibility 
for marital outcomes, they also generate lower-quality 
solutions to problems which leave both partners less satisfied 
(Miller, Lefcourt, Holmes, Ware & Saleh, 1986). Miller, et 
al. also stressed in their study that while it seemed 
destructive behavior may be in evidence in the lives of both 
internals and externals, the reasons for the damaging actions 
may differ between the two groups. They postulated that 
internals might be motivated by a need to control others and 
externals might resort to aggressive behavior when passive and 
ineffective methods had failed to produce desired results. 
Doherty (1981) also noted that being aware of internal control 
of one's own life does not necessarily mean that one has the 
ability or inclination to be supportive of others. In their 
study Petrie and Rotheram (1982) found low stress to be 
associated with both high self-esteem and high assertiveness 
(not aggressiveness). Their analysis further indicated that 
assertiveness is a subcomponent of self-esteem. 
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Self-esteem may have been the element that Interacted 
with internal locus of control to determine whether the 
internal individual was cooperative and supportive or chose to 
act in a controlling or defensive manner. 
Self-esteem 
Over the years Mace and Mace (1978) became aware that the 
average couple reacts defensively when confronted about the 
condition of their marriage. The idea that there might be 
room for improvement can be threatening to their self-concept. 
To acknowledge the possibility that their marriage could be 
improved is perceived as admitting that they might have 
problems in their relationship or that they are personally 
inadequate and incompetent. Their resistance indicates the 
likelihood that the couple is in fact living below their 
potential. 
Greene (1985-86) may have explained part of the problem 
when he maintained that in addition to good communication, 
self-esteem is crucial to a satisfactory marital relationship. 
Hudson (1992) considered self-esteem the evaluative component 
of self-concept. From his point of view, an individual could 
accurately perceive his or her personal qualities, but have 
low self-esteem if these characteristics are not considered 
valuable or desirable qualities to possess. Balswick and 
Thoburn (1991) found low self-esteem is often associated with 
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powerlessness and a need for affirmation. Ormel and Schaufeli 
(1991) identified the levels of self-esteem and locus of 
control as the determiners of a person's distress level. They 
indicated that while a current crisis can affect self-esteem 
and locus of control to some degree, the individual's 
characteristic level is highly stable over time. 
Adler (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1956) called low self-
esteem "inferiority feeling." The characteristics he 
associated with inferiority feelings reveal themselves in one 
of two forms. Either the individual manifests timidity, 
indecision, insecurity, lack of courage, and an increased need 
for support, or the person compensates for the inferiority 
feelings by displaying bravado, impertinence, rebellion, 
stubbornness, dominance, arrogance, and, in some cases, 
sadistic tendencies. Low self-esteem most commonly results in 
a persistent, exaggerated feeling of being slighted. Adler 
(1931) further explained that the evidence of the fact that 
all people experience inferiority feelings to some extent is 
they find themselves in situations they wish to improve. If 
one has courage, the feelings of inferiority will be reduced 
by improving the situation. However, if the person is 
discouraged, that individual feels incapable of affecting the 
circumstances and strives to achieve a feeling of superiority 
without having to attempt to improve the situation. No actual 
effort is made to become more adequate, only to appear 
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stronger to oneself through avoiding situations which would 
reveal their weakness or by participating in an area which 
would permit a display of superiority or dominance. To stand 
in judgment of others' performance or to rebel against 
established standards have in common the desire to show 
oneself superior to others without making the effort to 
participate or cooperate. 
According to Dreikurs (1946), feelings of inadequacy can 
originate from the perception of a lack in one's personal 
worth in general, in one's status among others of the same 
sex, or in one's being a satisfactory spouse. People who feel 
inadequate with regard to work and social activities face an 
even more demanding task in the cooperation necessary for the 
intimate relationship of the marriage. Marital happiness can 
be achieved if problems are seen as tasks requiring mutual 
helpfulness and encouragement. But feeling inferior has the 
effect of limiting an individual's courage and desire to 
cooperate by producing a fear of injury and a state of 
vigilance as preparation for defending oneself. Very often 
this defensive attitude is stimulated by an imaginary threat, 
usually a perceived challenge to personal prestige. 
This viewpoint was reiterated by Feldman (1982). A 
spouse who is overly-involved in maintaining his or her own 
self-esteem will also be insensitive to the needs and wishes 
of the partner as well as intolerant when the other is 
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perceived as preventing the fulfillment of needs. Feldman 
labeled this hyper-vigilant condition "narcissistic 
vulnerability" and associated it with the individual over­
reacting to any evidence of rejection whether real or 
imagined. This attitude produces dysfunctional marital 
interactions in which the one spouse denies any personal 
negative intent and perceives self as a good person and the 
innocent victim of a bad spouse. When both are narcissistic, 
a cycle of escalation results with each blaming the other. 
Szmajke (1983) emphasized that whether an individual's 
self-concern is defensive or non-defensive is determined by 
that person's level of self-esteem. When Kawash and Scherf 
(1975) investigated the relationship of self-esteem and 
defensiveness, they discovered four combinations: 
defensive self-esteem - high self-esteem and high 
defensiveness which indicates a veneer of self-esteem to 
cover feelings of inadequacy; true positive self-esteem 
high levels of self-esteem and low defensiveness; 
defensive low self-esteem - low self-esteem and high 
defensiveness which indicates they are defensive as a 
result of the low self-esteem and/or high motivation to 
seek approval to compensate for it; true low self-esteem 
- low self-esteem and low defensiveness which indicates 
resignation to low self-evaluation and no attempt to 
compensate either by defending self or seeking approval 
from others. (p. 718-719) 
Dreikurs (1946) proposed that a person can develop new 
courage for handling social problems more effectively. The 
ability to cooperate is based primarily on the amount of 
social interest the individual developed during childhood. 
Therefore the process requires the elimination of inferiority 
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feelings and overcoming any lack of social interest. 
Nicoll (1989) defined social interest as the attitude or 
process of being solicitous of and valuing other people and 
their interests. As a blend of one's own concerns with those 
of others and a sense of acceptance of both self and others as 
equal and valued individuals, social interest results in 
harmony and mutual affirmation. Cooperation in the marriage 
will be restricted to the extent that social interest is not 
adequately developed in either or both spouses. The result 
will be competition for superiority instead of mutually 
satisfying problem-solving. 
Gerson, Hoffman, Sauls, and Ulrici (1993) proposed that 
negotiations for a more mutually satisfying marital 
relationship were facilitated by the couple developing 
increased respect for, and acceptance of, each other. They 
had husbands and wives share experiences from their personal 
family history. When the current marital difficulty was 
placed within the larger context of past family beliefs and 
behaviors, the present interaction was often perceived as less 
personal and threatening. This activity also assisted the 
individuals in identifying their own contribution to the 
problem while at the same time it increased acceptance of one 
another's emotional struggles and personal differences. 
Nelson and Friest (1980) not only instructed their 
participants in becoming aware of choices, but also in being 
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cognizant of the kind of choices they made and the impact of 
these choices on the relationship. As a result Nelson and 
Friest found that people who made synergistic interactive 
choices with their spouses reported a reduction in the number 
and severity of problems in their marriages, an increase in 
feelings of friendship for their spouses, and more love for 
themselves. Burke (1982) researched the self-esteem of nurses 
and found that the greater their self-esteem the more 
satisfied they were with their performance as helpers, the 
more aware they were of others' problems and the more active 
and willing they were to initiate helping. 
The characteristics of defensiveness which Kawash and 
Scherf (1975) identified as the result of low self-esteem 
stand in sharp contrast to the following description of 
optimal positive functioning from Ryff (1989): a positive 
attitude toward self; an ability to experience empathy and 
affection for others which yields deeper friendships and more 
complete identification with others; individuation, self-
determination, an internal locus of evaluation as apposed to 
seeking approval from others; active participation in physical 
and mental activities with the goal of advancing and 
creatively changing the world; a sense of purpose and meaning 
to life; and an openness to experience because of a desire to 
continue to develop one's potential. 
Adler (1956) considered the kind of individual who 
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desires to contribute to the common good and whose primary 
concern is not self, capable of training to overcome defects 
and obstacles. The courage to accomplish this originates with 
a goal based on reality, interest in others, and a desire to 
cooperate. In striving for the goal of optimal contribution 
to ease and enrich a partner's life, this individual seeks to 
develop his or her own potential. 
Summary 
In summary, the literature revealed that despite the 
benevolent intentions of the marriage enrichment movement, 
individuals who were not appropriate for an educational 
approach were participating in the programs. As a result, a 
relatively small, but significant, percentage of couples 
experienced increased difficulty in their marriages after they 
completed the program. Several researchers recommended 
prescreening participants and directing the applicants either 
to the program which would be of most benefit to them or to 
therapy when appropriate. The review of related literature 
indicated low self-esteem and a lac2c of internal locus of 
control to be contributing factors to destructive marital 
interactions. Clearly, the research provided evidence that 
these two constructs contribute to lack of inclination to be 
cooperative and to the reduced ability to integrate self-
knowledge and new skills into their style of living. For the 
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purpose of this research it was anticipated that in very happy 
marriages both husband and wife would be internals with high 
self-esteem or there would be internal husbands with high 
self-esteem married to women with high self-esteem, whether 
internal or external. It was further expected that in 
distressed couples at least one spouse would be characterized 
by defensive self-esteem or by true low self-esteem combined 
with a lack in internal locus of control. 
A second aspect of the investigation was the possibility 
of using these variables for predicting an applicant's 
satisfaction and level of function in the marriage. This 
might be a means of assisting in the prescreening process and 
in identifying program content needed by more dysfunctional 
couples. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
The methods and procedures followed in this study are 
described in the four sections of this chapter. These 
sections include: subjects, instrumentation, sampling methods 
and data collection, and statistical analyses. 
Subi ects 
The sample of this study consisted of 120 individuals (60 
couples). Descriptive information on the subjects, which was 
gathered on the Background Information Sheet (Appendix A), is 
reported below on the sample as a whole and by group. The 
demographics are also presented in more detail in Appendix B. 
Frequencies are reported in Appendix C. 
Most individuals composing the sample were in the 
category of 31-40 years of age (36 [30.00%]) with a median age 
category of 41-50 years of age. Twenty-seven people (22.50%) 
had completed trade school or two years of college which was 
also the median category for education. Fifty-nine subjects 
(49.17%) reported a family income of over $45,000, while the 
median income category was $35,000 to $45,000. Both the mean 
and the median for biological children was two. The vast 
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majority were in their first marriages (104 [87.78 %]) and 
considered their religion a factor in a person not getting a 
divorce (91 [75.83 %]). All (120 [100.00%]) were currently 
living together. 
The emphasis of this investigation was on the 
relationships among internal locus of control, self-esteem, 
and marital satisfaction. The decision was made to use only 
couples in the study as this would permit examination of the 
data in terms of application to marital dyads as well as 
individuals. The 60 married couples were divided into three 
groups of 20 couples each. Two groups of happily-married 
couples and one group of distressed couples were used. 
Control Group. Powell and Wampler (1982) had found 
that couples participating in marriage enrichment were more 
distressed than happily-married couples who would participate 
in research, but who were not interested in treatment. 
Therefore, the Control Group for this study was composed of 40 
happily-married people (20 couples) who had neither attended 
marriage enrichment nor been for marriage counseling. 
Most of the subjects in this group were in the category 
of 41-50 years of age (13 [32.50%]), with a median age 
category of 31-40 years. Most were college graduates 
(13 [32.50%]), had a family income of over $45,000 
(24 [60.00%]), and had an average of two biological children. 
Nearly all were in their first marriage (39 [97.50%]), all 
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were currently living together (40 [100%]), and most 
considered their religion a factor in a person not getting a 
divorce (31 [77.50%]). In the self-evaluation of their 
marriage from very unhappy (1) to very happy (5), the mean 
rating was 4.5 with a range from 3 to 5. No one was in 
marriage counseling, had ever experienced marriage counseling 
or had ever participated in a marriage enrichment program. 
Enrichment Group. Giblin, Sprenkle, and Sheehan 
(1985) examined durability of enrichment effects reported in 
34 studies and noted that while significant gains were made as 
a result of marriage enrichment, these gains declined 
substantially by follow-up testing. Consequently, Giblin et 
al. recommended "booster" sessions for the participants to 
maintain the improvement. This researcher concluded that 
individuals who had been through marriage enrichment and 
continued to be actively involved in the marriage enrichment 
movement would possibly be another optimal group of happily-
married people. This group of 40 subjects (20 couples) have 
been designated the Enrichment Group. 
The subjects in this group were primarily in the age 
category of over 50 years of age (24 [60.00%]). Eleven people 
(27.50%) were high school graduates, 11 others (27.50%) were 
college graduates and the median level of education was 
vocational/technical or two years of college. Most reported a 
family income over $45,000 (23 [57.50%]) and an average of two 
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biological children. All were in their first marriage 
(40 [100.00%]), were currently living together (40 [100.00%]), 
and considered their religious a factor in a person not 
getting a divorce (40 [100.00%]). In their self-evaluation of 
their marriage from very unhappy (1) to very happy (5), the 
mean score was 4.55 with a range from 2 to 5. None of the 
subjects were in marriage counseling at the time of the 
investigation or had been in marriage counseling in the past. 
All had participated in marriage enrichment programs. 
Counseling Group. This group was composed of 40 
people (20 couples) currently in marriage counseling. These 
subjects were primarily in the age category of 31-40 years of 
age (16 [40.00%]) and the median was the same age category. 
While most of the subjects were high school graduates 
(19 [47.50%]), the median education was at the level of 
vocational/technical or two years of college. Most had a 
family income over $45,000 (12 [30.00%]), had an average of 
two biological children, and were in their first marriage 
(25 [62.50%]). Half (20 [50.00%]) believed their religion a 
factor in a person not getting a divorce and half did not 
(20 [50.00%]). All (40 [100.00%]) were currently living 
together. In their self-evaluation of their marriage from 
very unhappy (1) to very happy (5), the mean rating was 3 with 
a range from 1 to 5. All (40 [100.00%]) were currently in 
marriage counseling. 
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Instrumentation 
The marital satisfaction of the subjects was measured 
first by the Index of Marital Satisfaction (Hudson, 1982) and 
secondarily by the Marital Satisfaction Rating from the 
Background Information Sheet prepared by the researcher. The 
two other variables, self-esteem and internal control, were 
assessed through use of the Index of Self-esteem (Hudson, 
1982) and the Internal Control Index (Duttweiler, 1984) 
respectively. 
Marital Satisfaction Rating fMS). The MS was the 
final item on the Background Information Sheet. Subjects 
evaluated their marriage from very unhappy (1) to very unhappy 
(5). This self-report was established as a dependent 
variable. 
Index of Marital Satisfaction flMS). The IMS is one 
scale in a package of nine short-form measurement scales 
developed by Walter Hudson and entitled the Clinical 
Measurement Package (CMP). The IMS measures the magnitude of 
marital discord or dissatisfaction as perceived by one spouse. 
This instrument was considered appropriate for this study 
because it measures satisfaction rather than marital 
adjustment. Corcoran and Fischer (1987) presented information 
concerning the testing of the IMS with over 1800 subjects, 
primarily Caucasian, but with also a substantial number of 
other ethnic backgrounds. They reported an excellent internal 
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consistency, excellent concurrent validity, very good known-
group validity and good construct validity. Hudson (1992) 
indicated this scale consistently achieves an alpha 
coefficient of .90 or larger and validity coefficients of .60 
or greater. 
The IMS has 25 items, 13 of which are worded positively 
and reverse scored to control for response bias. The item 
scores range from 1 to 7 with a maximum total of 175 and a 
minimum total of 25. By using a scoring formula, raw scores 
are converted to scores having a range of 0 to 100. This 
procedure compensates for improperly scored or omitted items 
and simplifies comparisons with scores on other scales. Two 
clinical cutting scores have been established for the IMS. 
The first cutting score is 30 (± 5). Individuals scoring 
below 30 generally are free from problems with marital 
satisfaction while those scoring above 30 will almost always 
be found to have a clinically significant problem. The second 
cutting score is 70 (± 5). Hudson established that 
individuals scoring 70 or above are nearly always experiencing 
such extreme distress that the possibility of violence needs 
to be investigated by the service provider. 
Index of Self-esteem fISE). The ISE is another of the 
scales in Hudson's CMP. The purpose of the ISE is to measure 
the severity of the problem a person has with self-esteem. 
This instrument was considered appropriate for this study 
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because it measures self-esteem rather than the more general 
construct of self-concept. Corcoran & Fischer (1987) reported 
the use of the ISE with over 1700 subjects of a variety of 
ethnic backgrounds and including singles and married, clinical 
and nonclinical, student and nonstudents. The results 
indicated an excellent internal consistency and good known-
group validity. Hudson (1992) presented the scale as 
consistently achieving an alpha coefficient of .90 or larger 
and validity coefficients of .60 or greater. 
The ISE has 25 items and 12 of the items are worded 
positively and are reverse scored to control for response 
bias. The scoring procedures and clinical cutting scores are 
identical with those of the IMS. 
Internal Control Index (ICI). The ICI was developed 
by Duttweiler (1984) to measure the extent to which an 
individual believes that a valued reinforcement of his/her 
behavior is dependent on his/her own actions. It was 
considered appropriate for this study because it focuses on 
personal choice, belief in one's own abilities, and acting 
with relative independence from social reinforcement or social 
pressure. 
Duttweiler's research results suggested that the ICI may 
be stronger and more reliable than other instruments whose 
development predated this measure. She reported higher 
reliability, two apparently stable rotated factors, and 
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evidence of convergent validity. The ICI was used in two 
studies totaling over 800 subjects with very good internal 
consistency (alphas of .84 and .85). Duttweiler encouraged 
further research to provide additional evidence of construct 
validity. Meyers and Wong (1988) concluded that the ICI has 
validity as a measure of locus of control. 
The ICI is a 28 item instr\uaent with a 5-point scale from 
A to E (rarely to usually). Half of the items are worded so a 
highly internally controlled subject would respond "rarely" 
which is valued at 5 points. The other half are worded so 
"usually" is valued at 5 points. A higher score indicates a 
higher internal response pattern. The maximum score is 140; 
the minimum is 28. As Hudson's instruments use lower scores 
to represent an absence of clinical problems, the items on the 
ICI were reverse scored to establish a lower score as 
representing more internality. Then Hudson's (1992) scoring 
formula was used to simplify the scores, creating a range of 0 
to 100 and compensating for omitted or improperly completed 
items. 
Background Information Sheet. The background 
information sheet (Appendix A) served several purposes. 
First, it secured demographic information with which to 
describe the sample and to compare the three groups according 
to sex (male, female), age group (under 21, 21-30, 31-40, 41-
50, over 50), education (not H.S. graduate, H.S. graduate. 
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VoTech/2 year college, college graduate, master's degree, 
doctorate), family income (below $10,000, $10,000-15,000, 
$15,000-25,000, $25,000-35,000, $35,000-45,000, over $45,000), 
number of biological children, whether or not the couple were 
currently living together, and whether or not their religion 
was a factor in not getting a divorce. 
Next, the form screened the volunteers to make sure they 
qualified as participants in the group for which they had 
volunteered. No one in the Control Group could be included 
who was in counseling, had been in counseling, or had ever 
participated in marriage enrichment. No one in the Enrichment 
Group could be included who was in counseling or had been in 
counseling, but they had to have participated in marriage 
enrichment. Those volunteers in the Counseling Group had to 
be in counseling for marital issues. 
Finally, it provided the participants' rating concerning 
how happy they were in their marriages on a scale of 1 (very 
unhappy) to 5 (very happy). This self-report of marital 
satisfaction was treated as an dependent variable and 
designated as MS. 
Sampling and Data Collection 
After the Iowa State University Human Subjects Review 
Committee approved the study, the researcher mailed out the 
packets of questionnaires. To secure the 60 couples desired. 
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77 packets were distributed and 70 were returned, which 
represents a return rate of 90.9%. Each packet contained two 
sets of questionnaires with each set composed of the three 
research instruments, a background information sheet, a cover 
letter from the researcher (Appendix D), and a stamped 
envelope pre-addressed to the researcher's agency. 
The subjects in the Control Group, the happily-married 
couples who had attended neither marriage enrichment nor 
marriage counseling, were recruited by contacting the 
religious groups supporting the agency employing the 
researcher and publicizing the need for participants. 
Volunteers contacted the agency main office and packets were 
mailed to the volunteers from the agency office. Upon 
completion the packets were returned to the agency by mail. 
The researcher's agency supervisor then removed the 
questionnaires from the mailing envelopes and returned them to 
the researcher. Twenty-eight packets were mailed and 24 were 
returned by the deadline. Four packets had to be discarded 
because in each case one spouse or both had either 
participated in a marriage enrichment program or had been to 
marriage counseling. 
In securing subjects for the Enrichment Group, the people 
actively participating in marriage enrichment, the 
researcher's agency supervisor, who is currently involved in 
both Marriage Encounter and the Association of Couples for 
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Marriage Enrichment (ACME), provided a list of couples known 
to him to be active participants. Telephone contact was made 
until a sufficient number of volunteers was secured. Packets 
were mailed to the couples with a cover letter from the 
researcher's agency supervisor (see Appendix E). Upon 
completion, the packets were returned to the agency office 
where the supervisor removed them from the mailing envelopes 
and returned them to the researcher. Twenty-seven packets 
were mailed out and 24 were returned by the deadline. Four 
packets had to be rejected because one or both spouses had 
also been to marriage counseling. 
The Counseling Group couples, those currently in 
counseling for marital problems, were provided packets to 
complete and mail to the agency. Upon receipt, the 
researcher's agency supervisor removed the questionnaires from 
the mailing envelopes and returned them to the researcher. To 
secure the 20 couples, 22 packets were given out. Two couples 
left counseling and never returned the packets. 
Statistical Analyses 
The data in this study were examined using parametric 
statistics. The .05 level of significance was used as a basis 
for accepting or rejecting the hypotheses under investigation. 
When analysis of variance was used. Fisher's pairwise 
comparisons were implemented for locating any differences by 
51 
calculating the .95 confidence intervals (CI's), based on 
pooled standard deviation, for the difference between each 
pair of group means. 
Question 1. The first question which was examined 
was, what difference, if any, is there in marital 
satisfaction, self-esteem and internal locus of control 
between individuals seeking marriage counseling and non­
clinical individuals who define their marriages as happy? The 
hypotheses derived from this question were stated in the null 
form. The data were examined for differences by using one­
way, fixed effects analysis of variance and Fisher's pairwise 
comparisons. 
Question 2. The second question to be examined was, 
what difference, if any, is there in marital satisfaction, 
self-esteem, and internal locus of control between couples 
seeking marriage counseling and non-clinical couples who 
define their marriages as happy? All hypotheses derived from 
this question were stated in the null form. The data on the 
couples were examined for differences by using one-way, fixed 
effects analysis of variance and Fisher's pairwise 
comparisons. 
Question 3. The third question to be examined was, 
what relationship, if any, there is among marital 
satisfaction, self-esteem, and internal locus of control for 
individuals seeking marriage counseling and non-clinical 
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individuals who define their marriages as happy? All 
hypotheses derived from this question were stated in the null 
form. Pearson product-moment correlations were run on the 
data as a whole and within each group to determine if there 
were any relationship between paired variables. The data were 
further examined for relationship using multiple regression 
and canonical correlation. 
Question 4. The fourth question to be examined was, 
what relationship, if any, is there among marital 
satisfaction, self-esteem, and internal locus of control for 
couples seeking marriage counseling and non-clinical couples 
who define their marriages as happy? All hypotheses derived 
from this question were stated in the null form. Pearson 
product-moment correlations were run on the couples' score 
averages, absolute differences and disparities for each 
variable to determine if there was any relationship between 
them. The data were further examined for relationship 
utilizing multiple regression and canonical correlation. 
Summary 
The sample of this study consisted of 60 married couples 
divided into three groups. The Control Group was composed of 
20 couples who had never been for marriage counseling or 
participated in marriage enrichment and who defined their 
marriages as happy. The Enrichment Group participants were 20 
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couples who had attended marriage enrichment and continued 
actively in enrichment activities and considered their 
marriages as happy. The Counseling Group contained 20 couples 
who were currently in marriage counseling. Each volunteer 
completed a background information sheet and the three 
measurements and mailed them in. 
Statistical analyses were determined by four questions. 
The first of the questions focused on the sample as 
individuals defining their marriages as happy who had attended 
neither marriage enrichment nor marriage counseling, 
individuals defining their marriages as happy who had 
participated in marriage enrichment and continued active 
involvement, and individuals seeking marriage counseling. The 
three groups were investigated to determine what difference, 
if any, existed among them concerning marital satisfaction, 
internal locus of control and self-esteem. The second 
question addressed the same three factors with regard to the 
sample population as couples. Question three again focused on 
the sample as the three groups of individuals, and 
investigated the relationships among marital satisfaction, 
self-esteem, and internal locus of control. The fourth 
question addressed the same three factors with regard to the 
sample population as couples. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
People in marriage counseling and individuals who 
described their marriages as happy were the focus of this 
investigation of marital satisfaction, self-esteem and 
internal locus of control. Two groups of happy couples were 
included in this research. The 20 couples in the Control Group 
defined their marriages as happy and had never been to 
marriage counseling or marriage enrichment. The Enrichment 
Group included 20 more couples defining their marriages as 
happy who had not only attended marriage enrichment, but were 
involved actively in the marriage enrichment movement. The 20 
couples in the Counselii.g Group were currently in marriage 
counseling. 
This chapter presents the results of the investigation. 
The main topics are the four research questions from which the 
hypotheses were derived. The order of presentation is the 
research question, statement(s) of the problem, the related 
null hypotheses, and the results. The chapter concludes with 
a summary of the results. 
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Question 1 
What difference, if any, is there in marital 
satisfaction, self-esteem and internal locus of control 
between individuals in marriage counseling and non-clinical 
individuals who define their marriages as happy? 
This question generated three major null hypotheses which 
in turn led to the testing of 28 specific null hypotheses. 
The first major null hypothesis dealt with individuals and 
marital satisfaction as assessed by two different instruments 
(14 specific null hypotheses). The second major hypothesis 
dealt with individuals and self-esteem (7 specific null 
hypotheses) and the third focused on individuals and internal 
locus of control (7 specific null hypotheses). A summary 
overview of the major hypotheses and the subsequent specific 
hypotheses appears in Table 1. A report of the results for 
each specific hypothesis follows the table. 
Major Hypothesis 1. There is no difference in marital 
satisfaction among the individuals in the Control Group, the 
Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
Specific Hypothesis 1. There is no difference in 
the marital satisfaction indicated by the IMS scores among 
individuals in the Control Group, the Enrichment Group, and 
the Counseling Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the IMS scores of the individuals in the three 
Table 1 
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Summary of Maior and Specific Hypotheses of Differences in 
Marital Satisfaction. Self-esteem, and Internal Locus of 
Control Among Control fCtlK Enrichment fEn). and Counseling 
(Co) Group Indiyiduals 
Hypothesis Results 
Major 1. Marital Satisfaction* Co>Ctl, En* 
1. IMS Individuals by Group* Co>Ctl, En* 
2. IMS Individuals by Gender -" Total 
3. IMS Individuals by Gender -• Ctl 
4. IMS Individuals by Gender -• En 
5. IMS Individuals by Gender -• Co 
6. IMS Husbands by Group* Co>ctl, En* 
7. IMS Wives by Group* Co>Ctl, En* 
8. MS Individuals by Group* Co<Ctl, En* 
9. MS Individuals by Gender - Total 
10. MS Individuals by Gender - Ctl 
11. MS Individuals by Gender - En 
12. MS Individuals by Gender - Co 
13. Husbands by Group* Co<Ctl, En* 
14. Wives by Group* Co<Ctl, En* 
Major 2. Self-esteem* Co>Ctl, En* 
15. ISE Individuals by Group* Co>Ctl, En* 
16. ISE Individuals by Gender - Total* Wives>Husb* 
17. ISE Individuals by Gender - Ctl 
18. ISE Individuals by Gender - En 
19. ISE Individuals by Gender - Co 
20. ISE Husbands by Group* Co>Ctl, En* 
21. ISE Wives by Group* Co>Ctl, En* 
Major 3. Internal Locus of Control* Co>Ctl, En* 
22. ICI Individuals by Group* Co>Ctl, En* 
23. ICI Individuals by Gender - Total* Wives>Husb* 
24. ICI Individuals by Gender - Ctl* Wives>Husb* 
25. ICI Individuals by Gender - En 
26. ICI Individuals by Gender - Co 
27. Husbands by Group* Co>Ctl, En* 
28. Wives by Group 
* significant at the 0.05 level 
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groups indicated a significant difference in marital 
satisfaction among the groups (Table 2). The F value 
(F=83.58) was statistically significant at the .05 level 
(E<0.001*). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the Control Group mean and the 
Enrichment Group mean (-3.52 to 6.78) included zero, which 
indicated no statistically significant difference between 
these two groups. Neither the CI for the difference between 
the Control Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-33.43 
to -23.13*) nor the CI for the difference between the 
Enrichment Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-35.06 to 
-24.76*) included zero. These calculations indicated that on 
the IMS the Counseling Group mean was significantly different 
from the means of both the Control Group and the Enrichment 
Group. That is, the individuals in the Counseling Group were 
significantly more dissatisfied with their marriages than the 
individuals in the other two groups. 
Specific Hypothesis 2. There is no difference in 
marital satisfaction between husbands and wives as indicated 
by the IMS scores. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the IMS scores of the husbands and wives indicated 
no significant difference in marital satisfaction (Table 3). 
The F value (F=0.30) was not statistically significant at the 
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Table 2 
Differences in Marital Satisfaction of Individuals on Index of 
Marital Satisfaction flMS^ bv Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 2 22625 11313 83.58 0.000 
Within 117 15835 135 
Total 119 38461 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 14.60 8.98 
Enrichment 12.97 7.40 
Counseling 42.88 16.45 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 11.63 
Critical Value = 1.98 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-3.52, 6.78) 
Counseling (-33.43, -23.13)* (-35.06, -24.76)* 
* significant at 0.05 level, but F-max test of homogeneity 
rejected at 0.05 level 
Table 3 
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Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Individuals on Index 
of Marital Satisfaction ^IMS^ bv Gender 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 
Within 
Total 
1 
118 
119 
97 
38364 
38461 
97 0.30 
325 
0.585 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Husbands 
Wives 
22.58 
24.38 
16.10 
19.77 
Pooled Standard 
Critical Value = 
Deviation = 
= 1.98 
18.03 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Husbands Wives 
Husbands 
Wives (-8.32, 4.72) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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.05 level (q>0.05). Therefore, the null hypothesis was not 
rejected. That is, on the whole wives were not significantly 
more dissatisfied in their marriages than were the husbands. 
Specific Hypothesis 3. There is no difference in 
marital satisfaction between Control Group husbands and wives 
as indicated by the IMS scores. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the IMS scores of the Control Group husbands and 
wives indicated no significant difference in marital 
satisfaction (Table 4). The F value (F=0.20) was not 
statistically significant at the .05 level (e>0.05). 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. That is. 
Control Group wives were not significantly more dissatisfied 
with their marriages than were their husbands. 
Specific Hypothesis 4. There is no difference in 
marital satisfaction between Enrichment Group husbands and 
wives as indicated by the IMS scores. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the IMS scores of the Enrichment Group husbands 
and wives indicated no significant difference in marital 
satisfaction (Table 5). The F value (F=1.75) was not 
statistically significant at the .05 level (E>0.05). 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. That is. 
Enrichment Group husbands were not significantly more 
dissatisfied with their marriages than were their wives. 
Table 4 
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Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Control Individuals 
on Index of Marital Satisfaction flMS) bv Gender 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 
Within 
Total 
1 
38 
39 
16.2 16.2 0.20 0.660 
3131.9 82.4 
3148.1 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Husbands 
Wives 
13.960 
15.233 
8.308 
9.788 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 9.078 
Critical value = 2.024 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Husbands Wives 
Husbands 
Wives (-7.084, 4.528) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
Table 5 
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Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Enrichment Individuals 
on Index of Marital Satisfaction flMS^ bv Gender 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 
Within 
Total 
1 94.1 94.1 1.75 
38 2040.9 53.7 
39 2135.0 
0.194 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Husbands 
Wives 
14.500 7.244 
11.432 7.412 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 7.329 
Critical Value = 2.024 
Fisher's Palrwlse Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Husbands Wives 
Husbands 
Wives (-1.624, 7.758) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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Specific Hypothesis 5. There is no difference in 
marital satisfaction between Counseling Group husbands and 
wives as indicated by the IMS scores. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the IMS scores of the Enrichment Group husbands 
and wives indicated no significant difference in marital 
satisfaction (Table 6). The Z value (Z=1.96) was not 
statistically significant at the .05 level (e>0.05). 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. That is. 
Counseling Group wives were not significantly more 
dissatisfied with their marriages than their husbands were. 
Specific Hypothesis 6. There is no difference in 
marital satisfaction indicated by the IMS scores among 
husbands in the Control Group, the Enrichment Group, and the 
Counseling Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the IMS scores of the husbands in the three groups 
indicated a significant difference in marital satisfaction 
among the groups (Table 7). The F value (F=34.44) was 
statistically significant at the .05 level (£<0.001*). 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the Control Group mean and the 
Enrichment Group mean (-7.52 to 6.44) included zero, which 
indicated no statistically significant difference between 
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Table 6 
Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Counseling Individuals 
on Index of Marital Satisfaction flMS) bv Gender 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 
Within 
Total 
1 
38 
39 
518 
10034 
10552 
518 
264 
1.96 0.169 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Husbands 39.28 15.59 
Wives 46.47 16.89 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 16.26 
Critical Value = 2.024 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Husbands Wives 
Husbands 
Wives (-17.60, 3.20) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
Table 7 
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Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Husbands 
on Index of Marital Satisfaction TIMS^ bv Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 
Within 
Total 
2 
57 
59 
8368 
6925 
15293 
4184 
121 
34.44 0.000 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 13.96 8.31 
Enrichment 14.50 7.24 
Counseling 39.28 15.59 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 11.02 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-7.52, 6.44) 
Counseling (-32.30, -18.34)* (-31.76, -17.80)* 
* significant at 0.05 level, but F-max test for homogeneity 
rejected at 0.05 level 
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these two groups. Neither the CI for the difference between 
the Control Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-32.30 
to -18.34*) nor the CI for the difference between the 
Enrichment Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-31.76 to 
-17.80*) included zero. These calculations indicated that the 
IMS mean of the husbands in the Counseling Group was 
significantly different from the means of both the Control 
Group husbands and the Enrichment Group husbands. That is, 
Counseling Group husbands were significantly more dissatisfied 
with their marriages than were husbands in the Control and 
Enrichment Groups. 
Hypothesis 7. There is no difference in marital 
satisfaction indicated by the IMS scores among wives in the 
Control Group, the Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of variance 
of the IMS scores of the wives in the three groups indicated a 
significant difference in marital satisfaction among the 
groups (Table 8). The F value (F=50.89) was statistically 
significant at the .05 level (e<0.001*). Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the Control Group mean and the 
Enrichment Group mean (-3.83 to 11.43) included zero, which 
indicated no statistically significant difference between 
these two groups. Neither the CI for the difference between 
Table 8 
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Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Wives 
on Index of Marital Satisfaction flMS^ bv Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 2 14789 7394 50.89 0.000 
Within 57 8282 145 
Total 59 23070 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 15.23 9.79 
Enrichment 11.43 7.41 
Counseling 46.67 16.89 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 12.05 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-3.83, 11.43) 
Counseling (-38.87, -23.61)* (-42.67, -27.41)* 
* significant at 0.05 level, but F-max test for homogeneity 
rejected at 0.05 level 
68 
the Control Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-38.97 
to -23.61*) nor the CI for the difference between the 
Enrichment Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-42.67 to 
-27.41*) included zero. These calculations indicated that the 
IMS mean of the wives in the Counseling Group was 
significantly different from the means of both the Control 
Group wives and the Enrichment Group wives. That is. 
Counseling Group wives were significantly more dissatisfied 
with their marriages than were the wives in the Control and 
Enrichment Groups. 
Specific Hypothesis 8. There is no difference in 
marital satisfaction indicated by the MS among individuals in 
the Control Group, the Enrichment Group, and the Counseling 
Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the MS rating of the individuals in the three 
groups indicated a significant difference in marital 
satisfaction among the groups (Table 9). The F value 
(F=46.18) was statistically significant at the .05 level 
(E<0.001*). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the Control Group mean and the 
Enrichment Group mean (-0.38 to 0.28) included zero, which 
indicated no statistically significant difference between 
these two groups. Neither the CI for the difference between 
Table 9 
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Differences in Marital Satisfaction of Individuals 
on Rating of Marital Satisfaction fMS) bv Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 2 52.317 26.158 46.18 0.000 
Within 117 66.275 0.566 
Total 119 118.592 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 4.500 0.5547 
Enrichment 4.550 0.6385 
Counseling 3.125 0.9920 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 0.7526 
Critical Value = 1.98 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-0.3832, 0.2832) 
Counseling (1.0418, 1 .7082)* (1.0918, 1.7582)* 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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the Control Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (1.04 to 
1.71*) nor the CI for the difference between the Enrichment 
Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (1.09 to 1.76*) 
included zero. These calculations indicated that the mean of 
the MS for the Counseling Group was significantly different 
from the means of both the Control Group and the Enrichment 
Group. That is, the individuals in the Counseling Group 
reported significantly more dissatisfaction with their 
marriages than did the individuals in the Control and 
Enrichment Groups. 
Specific Hypothesis 9. There is no difference in 
marital satisfaction between husbands and wives as indicated 
by the MS. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the MS rating between husbands and wives indicated 
no significant difference in marital satisfaction (Table 10). 
The F value (F=0.01) was not statistically significant at the 
.05 level (E>0.05). Therefore, the null hypothesis was not 
rejected. That is, as a whole husbands did not report their 
marriages to be significantly more satisfying than did wives. 
Specific Hypothesis 10. There is no difference 
in marital satisfaction between Control Group husbands and 
wives as indicated by the MS. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the MS rating between Control Group husbands and 
Table 10 
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Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Individuals 
on Rating of Marital Satisfaction ^MS^ bv Gender 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 
Within 
Total 
1 0.01 
118 118.58 
119 118.59 
0.01 0.01 
1.00 
0.928 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Husbands 
Wives 
4.067 
4.050 
0.972 
1.032 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 1. 
Critical Value = 1.98 
002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Husbands Wives 
Husbands 
Wives (-0.346, 0.379) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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wives indicated no significant difference in marital 
satisfaction (Table 11). The £ value (F=0.32) was not 
statistically significant at the .05 level (E>0.05). 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. That is. 
Control Group husbands did not report their marriages as 
significantly more satisfying than did their wives. 
Specific Hypothesis 11. There is no difference 
in marital satisfaction between Enrichment Group husbands and 
wives as indicated by the MS. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the MS rating between Enrichment Group husbands 
and wives indicated no significant difference in marital 
satisfaction (Table 12). The F value (F=0.98) was not 
statistically significant at the .05 level (E>0.05). 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. That is, the 
Enrichment Group wives did not report their marriages to be 
significantly more satisfying than did their husbands. 
Specific Hypothesis 12. There is no difference 
in marital satisfaction between Counseling Group husbands and 
wives as indicated by the MS. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the MS rating between Counseling Group husbands 
and wives indicated no significant difference in marital 
satisfaction (Table 13). The F value (F=1.96) was not 
statistically significant at the .05 level (£>0.05). 
Table 11 
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Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Control Individuals 
on Rating of Marital Satisfaction bv Gender 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 
Within 
Total 
1 0.100 0.100 0.32 
38 11.900 0.313 
39 12.000 
0.575 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Husbands 
Wives 
4.550 0.6048 
4.450 0.5104 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 0.5596 
Critical Value = 2.024 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals 
Difference Between Group Means 
for 
Contrast Group Husbands Wives 
Husbands 
Wives ("0.2582, 0.4582) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
Table 12 
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Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Enrichment Individuals 
on Ratina of Marital Satisfaction fMS) bv Gender 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 
Within 
Total 
1 0.400 0.400 0.98 
38 15.500 0.408 
39 15.900 
0.328 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Husbands 
Wives 
4.4500 0.7592 
4.6500 0.4894 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 0.6487 
Critical Value = 2.024 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals 
Difference Between Group Means 
for 
Contrast Group Husbands Wives 
Husbands 
Wives (-0.6088, 0.2088) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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Table 13 
Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Counseling 
Individuals on Rating of Marital Satisfaction fMS> bv Gender 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 
Within 
Total 
1 
38 
39 
0.22 
38.15 
38.38 
0.22 0.22 
1.00 
0.639 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Husbands 
Wives 
3.20 
3.05 
0.894 
1.099 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 1.002 
Critical Value = 2.024 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Husbands Wives 
Husbands 
Wives (-0.491^ 0.791) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. That is, the 
Counseling Group husbands did not report their marriages to be 
significantly more satisfying than did their wives. 
Specific Hypothesis 13. There is no difference 
in the marital satisfaction indicated by the MS among husbands 
in the Control Group, the Enrichment Group, and the Counseling 
Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the MS rating of the husbands in the three groups 
indicated a significant difference in marital satisfaction 
among the groups (Table 14). The F value (F=19.49) was 
statistically significant at the .05 level (e<0.001*). 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the Control Group mean and the 
Enrichment Group mean (-0.38 to 0.58) included zero, which 
indicated no statistically significant difference between 
these two groups of husbands. Neither the CI for the 
difference between the control Group mean and the Counseling 
Group mean (0.87 to 1.83*) nor the CI for the difference 
between the Enrichment Group mean and the Counseling Group 
mean (0.77 to 1.73*) included zero. These calculations 
indicated that the mean of the MS for the husbands in the 
Counseling Group was significantly different from the mean of 
the husbands in both the Control Group and the Enrichment 
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Table 14 
Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Husbands 
on Rating of Marital Satisfaction fMS^ bv Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 2 
Within 57 
Total 59 
22.633 11.317 19.49 
33.100 0.581 
55.733 
0.000 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 4.550 
Enrichment 4.450 
Counseling 3.200 
0.6048 
0.7592 
0.8944 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 0.760 
Critical Value == 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals 
Difference Between Group Means 
for 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-0.3824, 0.5824) 
Counseling (0.8676, 1.8324)* (0.7676, 1.7324)* 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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Group. That is, the Counseling Group husbands reported their 
marriages to be significantly more dissatisfying than did the 
husbands in the Control and Enrichment Groups. 
Specific Hypothesis 14. There is no difference 
in the marital satisfaction indicated by the MS among wives in 
the Control Group, the Enrichment Group, and the Counseling 
Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the MS rating of the wives in the three groups 
indicated a significant difference in marital satisfaction 
among the groups (Table 15). The F value (F=26.70) was 
statistically significant at the .05 level (p<0.001*). 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the Control Group mean and the 
Enrichment Group mean (-0.68 to 0.28) included zero, which 
indicated no statistically significant difference between 
these two groups of wives. Neither the CI for the difference 
between the control Group mean and the Counseling Group mean 
(0.92 to 1.88*) nor the CI for the difference between the 
Enrichment Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (1.12 to 
2.08*) included zero. These calculations indicated that the 
mean of the MS for the wives in the Counseling Group was 
significantly different from the mean of the wives in both the 
Control Group and the Enrichment Group. 
Table 15 
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Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Wives 
on Rating of Marital Satisfaction (MS^ by Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 2 30.400 15.200 26.70 0.000 
Within 57 32.450 0.569 
Total 59 62.850 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 4.450 0.5104 
Enrichment 4.650 0.4894 
Counseling 3.050 1.0990 
Pooled Standard Deviation = .7545 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-0.6777, 0.2777) 
Counseling (0.9233, 1.8777)* (1.1223, 2.0777)* 
* significant at 0.05 level, but F-max test for homogeneity 
rejected at 0.05 level 
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That is, the Counseling Group wives reported their marriages 
to be significantly more dissatisfying than did the wives in 
the Control and Enrichment Groups. 
Major Hypothesis 2. There in no difference in self-
esteem among individuals in the Control Group, the Enrichment 
Group, and the Counseling Group. 
Specific Hypothesis 15. There is no difference 
in the self-esteem indicated by the ISE scores among 
individuals in the Control Group, the Enrichment Group, and 
the Counseling Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ISE scores among individuals in the three 
groups indicated a significant difference in self-esteem among 
the groups (Table 16). The F value (F=10.92) was statistically 
significant at the .05 level (e<0.001*). Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the Control Group mean and the 
Enrichment Group mean (-1.77 to 9.45) included zero, which 
indicated no statistically significant difference between 
these two groups. Neither the CI for the difference between 
the Control Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-14.66 
to -3.44*) nor the CI for the difference between the 
Enrichment Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-18.50 to 
-7.28*) included zero. These calculations indicated that on 
Table 16 
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Differences in Self-esteem for Individuals 
on Index of Self-esteem flSE^ bv Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 
Within 
Total 
2 3504 1752 10.92 
117 18775 160 
119 22279 
0.000 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 
Enrichment 
Counseling 
27.39 11.73 
23.55 10.80 
36.44 15.07 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 12.67 
Critical Value = 1.98 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals 
Difference Between Group Means 
for 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-1.77, 9.45) 
Counseling (-14.66, -3.44)* (-18.50, -7.28)* 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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the ISE the Counseling Group mean was significantly different 
from the means of both the Control Group and the Enrichment 
Group. That is, the individuals in the Counseling Group were 
significantly lower in self-esteem than were the individuals 
in the Control and Enrichment Groups. 
Specific Hypothesis 16. There is no difference 
in self-esteem between husbands and wives as indicated by the 
ISE scores. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ISE of the husbands and wives indicated a 
significant difference in self-esteem (Table 17). The F value 
(F=3.96) was statistically significant at the .05 level 
(E<0.05*). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the mean of the husbands and the mean 
of the wives (-9.80 to -0.02*) did not include zero. These 
calculations indicated that on the ISE the mean of the 
husbands was significantly different from the mean of the 
wives. That is, on the whole wives were significantly lower 
in self-esteem than were their husbands. 
Specific Hypothesis 17. There is no difference 
in self-esteem between Control Group husbands and wives as 
indicated by the ISE scores. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ISE of the Control Group husbands and wives 
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Table 17 
Differences in Self-esteem for Individuals 
on Index of Self-esteem flSE^ bv Gender 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 
Within 
Total 
1 
118 
119 
723 
21556 
22279 
723 3.96 
183 
0.049 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Husbands 
Wives 
26.67 
31.58 
12.93 
14.07 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 13.52 
Critical Value = 1.98 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Husbands Wives 
Husbands 
Wives (-9.80, -0.02)* 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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indicated no significant difference in self-esteem (Table 18). 
The F value (F=3.16) was not statistically significant at the 
.05 level (£>0.05). Therefore, the null hypothesis was not 
rejected. That is. Control Group wives were not significantly 
lower in self-esteem than were their husbands. 
Specific Hypothesis 18. There is no difference 
in self-esteem between Enrichment Group husbands and wives as 
indicated by the ISE scores. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ISE of the Enrichment Group husbands and wives 
indicated no significant difference in self-esteem (Table 19). 
The F value (F=0.93) was not statistically significant at the 
.05 level (E>0.05). Therefore, the null hypothesis was not 
rejected. That is. Enrichment Group wives were not 
significantly lower in self-esteem than were their husbands. 
Specific Hypothesis 19. There is no difference 
in self-esteem between Counseling Group husbands and wives as 
indicated by the ISE scores. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ISE of the Counseling Group husbands and wives 
indicated no significant difference in self-esteem (Table 20). 
The F value (F=l.ll) was not statistically significant at the 
.05 level (e>0.05). Therefore, the null hypothesis was not 
rejected. That is. Counseling Group wives were not 
significantly lower in self-esteem than were their husbands. 
Table 18 
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Differences in Self-esteem for Control Individuals 
on Index of Self-esteem fISE) bv Gender 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 1 412 3.16 0.084 
Within 38 4955 130 
Total 39 5367 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Husbands 24.18 10.70 
Wives 30.60 12.09 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 11.42 
Critical Value = 2.024 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Husbands Wives 
Husbands 
Wives (-13.73, 0.89) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
Table 19 
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Differences in Self-esteem for Enrichinent Individuals 
on Index of Self-esteem flSE^ by Gender 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 
Within 
Total 
1 
38 
39 
109 109 0.93 
4443 117 
4552 
0.341 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Husbands 
Wives 
21.90 
25.20 
12.25 
9.15 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 10.81 
Critical Value = 2.024 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals 
Difference Between Group Means 
for 
Contrast Group Husbands Wives 
Husbands 
Wives (-10.22, 3.62) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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Table 20 
Differences in Self-esteem for Counseling Individuals 
on Index of Self-esteem flSE^ bv Gender 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 
Within 
Total 
1 252 252 1.11 
38 8605 226 
39 8857 
0.299 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Husbands 
Wives 
33.93 12.99 
38.95 16.86 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 15.05 
Critical Value = 2.024 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals 
Difference Between Group Means 
for 
Contrast Group Husbands Wives 
Husbands 
Wives (-14.65, 4.62) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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Specific Hypothesis 20. There is no difference 
in the self-esteem indicated by the ISE scores among husbands 
in the Control Group, the Enrichment Group, and the Counseling 
Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ISE scores among husbands in the three groups 
indicated a significant difference in self-esteem among the 
groups (Table 21). The F value (F=5.66) was statistically 
significant at the .05 level (e<0.01*). Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the Control Group mean and the 
Enrichment Group mean (-5.33 to 9.89) included zero, which 
indicated no statistically significant difference between 
these two groups. Neither the CI for the difference between 
the Control Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-17.36 
to -2.14*) nor the CI for the difference between the 
Enrichment Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-19.64 to 
-4.42*) included zero. These calculations indicated that on 
the ISE the mean of the husbands in the Counseling Group was 
significantly different from the means of both the Control 
Group husbands and the Enrichment Group husbands. That is, 
Counseling Group husbands were significantly lower in self-
esteem than the husbands in the Control and Enrichment Groups. 
Specific Hypothesis 21. There is no difference 
Table 21 
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Differences in Self-esteem for Husbands 
on Index of Self-esteem flSE^ bv Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 2 1634 817 5.66 0.006 
Within 57 8234 144 
Total 59 9868 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 24.18 10.70 
Enrichment 21.90 12.25 
Counseling 33.93 12.99 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 12.02 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-5.33, 9.89) 
Counseling (-17.36, -2.14)* (-19.64, -4.42)* 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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in the self-esteem indicated by the ISE scores among wives in 
the Control Group, the Enrichment Group, and the Counseling 
Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ISE scores among wives in the three groups 
indicated a significant difference in self-esteem among the 
groups (Table 22). The F value (F=5.60) was statistically 
significant at the .05 level (E<0.01*). Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the Control Group mean and the 
Enrichment Group mean (-2.89 to 13.69) included zero, which 
indicated no statistically significant difference between 
these two groups. Neither the CI for the difference between 
the Control Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-16.64 
to -0.06*) nor the CI for the difference between the 
Enrichment Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-22.04 to 
-5.46*) included zero. These calculations indicated that on 
the ISE the mean of the wives in the Counseling Group was 
significantly different from the means of both the Control 
Group wives and the Enrichment Group wives. That is, the 
Counseling Group wives were significantly lower in self-esteem 
than were wives in the Control and Enrichment Groups. 
Manor Hypothesis 3. There is no difference in 
internal locus of control among individuals in the Control 
Table 22 
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Differences in Self-esteem for Wives 
on Index of Self-esteem flSE^ bv Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 2 1919 960 5.60 0.006 
Within 57 9769 171 
Total 59 11688 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 30.60 12.09 
Enrichment 25.20 9.15 
Counseling 38.95 16.86 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 13.09 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-2.89, 13.69) 
Counseling (-16.64, -0.06)* (-22.04, -5.46)* 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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Group, the Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
Specific Hypothesis 22. There is no difference 
in the internal locus of control indicated by the ICI scores 
among individuals in the Control Group, the Enrichment Group, 
and the Counseling Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ICI scores of the individuals in the three 
groups indicated a significant difference in internal locus of 
control means among the groups (Table 23). The F value (F-
6.29) was statistically significant at the .05 level 
(E<0.001*). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the Control Group mean and the 
Enrichment Group mean (-4.81 to 5.50) included zero, which 
indicated no statistically significant difference between 
these two groups. Neither the CI for the difference between 
the Control Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-12.98 
to -2.66*) nor the CI for the difference between the 
Enrichment Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-13.32 to 
-3.01*) included zero. These calculations indicated that on 
the ICI scores the Counseling Group mean was significantly 
different from the mean of both the Control Group and the 
Enrichment Group. That is, the individuals in the Counseling 
Group were significantly more external in locus of control 
than were the individuals in the Control and Enrichment Groups. 
Table 23 
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Differences in Internal Locus of Control for Individuals 
on Internal Control Index flCI^ bv Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 2 1706 853 6.29 0.003 
Within 117 15873 136 
Total 119 17579 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 28.35 12.30 
Enrichment 28.01 10.38 
Counseling 36.17 12.17 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 11.65 
Critical Value = 1.98 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-4.81, 5.50) 
Counseling (-12.98, -2.66)* (-13.32, -3.01)* 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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Specific Hypothesis 23. There is no difference 
in internal locus of control between husbands and wives as 
indicated by the ICI scores. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ICI of the husbands and wives indicated a 
significant difference in internal locus of control (Table 
24). The F value (F=10.86) was statistically significant at 
the .05 level (E<0.01*). Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
rej ected. 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the mean of the husbands and the mean 
of the wives (-11.25 to -2.81*) did not include zero. These 
calculations indicated that on the ICI the mean of the 
husbands was significantly different from the mean of the 
wives. That is, on the whole wives were significantly more 
external in locus of control than were husbands. 
Specific Hypothesis 24. There is no difference 
in internal locus of control between Control Group husbands 
and wives and indicated by the ICI scores. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ICI of the Control Group husbands and wives 
indicated a significant difference in internal locus of 
control (Table 25). The F value (F=101.05) was statistically 
significant at the .05 level (E<0.01*). Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
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Table 24 
Differences in Internal Locus of Control for Individuals 
on Internal Control Index fICI) bv Gender 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 
Within 
Total 
1 1482 1482 10.86 
118 16097 136 
119 17579 
0.001 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Husbands 
Wives 
27.33 9.06 
34.36 13.81 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 11.68 
Critical Value = 1.98 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals 
Difference Between Group Means 
for 
Contrast Group Husbands Wives 
Husbands 
Wives (-11.25, -2.81)* 
* significant at 0.05 level 
Table 25 
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Differences in Internal Locus of Control for Control 
Individuals on Internal Control Index fICI> bv Gender 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 
Within 
Total 
1 
38 
39 
1329 1329 11. 
4570 120 
5899 
05 0.002 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Husbands 
Wives 
22.59 
34.12 
6.59 
14.04 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 10.97 
Critical Value = 2.024 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals 
Difference Between Group Means 
for 
Contrast Group Husbands Wives 
Husbands 
Wives ( -18.55, -4.51)* 
* significant at 0.05 level, but F-max test for homogeneity 
rejected at 0.05 level 
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Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the mean of the husbands and the mean 
of the wives (-18.55 to -4.51*) did not include zero. These 
calculations indicated that on the ICI the mean of the Control 
Group husbands was significantly different from the mean of 
the Control Group wives. That is, locus of control for 
Control Group wives was significantly more external than was 
their husbands'. 
Specific Hypothesis 25. There is no difference 
in internal locus of control between Enrichment Group husbands 
and wives as indicated by the ICI scores. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ICI of the Enrichment Group husbands and wives 
indicated no significant difference in internal locus of 
control (Table 26). The F value (F=3.04) was not 
statistically significant at the .05 level (E>0.05). 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. That is, 
Enrichment Group wives were not significantly more external in 
locus of control than were their husbands. 
Specific Hypothesis 26. There is no difference 
in internal locus of control between Counseling Group husbands 
and wives as indicated by the ICI scores. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ICI of the Counseling Group husbands and wives 
indicated no significant difference in internal locus of 
Table 26 
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Differences in Internal Locus of Control for Enrichment 
Individuals on Internal Control Index fICI) bv Gender 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 
Within 
Total 
1 
38 
39 
311 311 3.04 
3888 102 
4199 
0.089 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Husbands 
Wives 
25.22 
30.80 
7.77 
12.01 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 10.12 
Critical Value = 2.024 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals 
Difference Between Group Means 
for 
Contrast Group Husbands Wives 
Husbands 
Wives (-12.05, 0.90) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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control (Table 27). The F value (F=1.07) was not 
statistically significant at the .05 level (£>0.05). 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. That is. 
Counseling Group wives were not significantly more external in 
locus of control than were their husbands. 
Specific Hypothesis 27. There is no difference 
in the internal locus of control indicated by the ICI scores 
among husbands in the Control Group, the Enrichment Group, and 
the Counseling Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ICI scores of the husbands in the three groups 
indicated a significant difference in internal locus of 
control means among the groups (Table 28). The F value (F-
12.51) was statistically significant at the .05 level 
(E<0.001*). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the Control Group mean and the 
Enrichment Group mean (-7.50 to 2.24) included zero, which 
indicated no statistically significant difference between 
these two groups. Neither the CI for the difference between 
the Control Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-16.46 
to -6.73*) nor the CI for the difference between the 
Enrichment Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-13.83 to 
-4.10*) included zero. These calculations indicated that on 
the ICI the mean for husbands in the Counseling Group was 
100 
Table 27 
Differences in Internal Locus of Control for Counseling 
Individuals on Internal Control Index flCI^ bv Gender 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 
Within 
Total 
1 158 158 1.07 
38 5671 148 
39 5775 
0.307 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Husbands 
Wives 
34.19 8.57 
38.16 14.91 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 12.16 
Critical Value = 2.024 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals 
Difference Between Group Means 
for 
Contrast Group Husbands Wives 
Husbands 
Wives (-11.76, 3.80) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
Table 28 
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Differences in Internal Locus of Control for 
Husbands on Internal Control Index flCI^ by Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 2 
Within 57 
Total 59 
1478.1 
3368.7 
4846.8 
739.0 12.51 
59.1 
0.000 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 22.590 
Enrichment 25.222 
Counseling 34.185 
6.589 
7.772 
8.572 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 7.688 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals 
Difference Between Group Means 
for 
Contrast Group ( Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-7.498, 2.235) 
Counseling (-16.462, -6.728)* (-13.830, -4.097)* 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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significantly different from the mean for both the Control 
Group and the Enrichment Group husbands. That is. Counseling 
Group husbands were significantly more external in locus of 
control than were the husbands in the Control and Enrichment 
Groups. 
Specific Hypothesis 28. There is no difference 
in the internal locus of control indicated by the ICI scores 
among wives in the Control, Enrichment, and Counseling Groups. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ICI scores of the wives in the three groups 
indicated no significant difference in internal locus of 
control means among the groups (Table 29). The F value (F-
1.45) was not statistically significant at the .05 level 
(p>0.05). Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
That is, the Counseling Group wives were not significantly 
more external than the wives in the Control and Enrichment 
Groups. 
Question 2. 
What difference, if any, is there in marital 
satisfaction, self-esteem, and internal locus on control 
between couples in marriage counseling and non-clinical 
couples who define their marriages as happy? 
This question generated three major null hypotheses on 
couples' scores which in turn generated 12 specific null 
Table 29 
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Differences in Internal Locus of Control for 
Wives on Internal Control Index (ICI^ bv Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 2 544 272 1.45 0.243 
Within 57 10706 188 
Total 59 11250 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 34.12 14.04 
Enrichment 30.80 12.01 
Counseling 38.16 14.91 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 13.71 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-5.36, 12. 00) 
Counseling (-12.72, 4. 63) (-16.04, 1.31) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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hypotheses. The couples' scores were obtained in three ways. 
First, the average of husband and wife scores, then, the 
absolute difference between husband and wife scores, and, 
finally, the disparity of the wife's score subtracted from the 
husband's score were calculated. The first major null 
hypothesis dealt with the couples' marital satisfaction as 
assessed by two instruments (6 specific hypotheses). The 
second major null hypothesis focused on the couples' self-
esteem (3 specific hypotheses), and the third on internal 
locus of control (3 specific hypotheses). A summary overview 
of each major null hypothesis and subsequent specific 
hypotheses appears in Table 30. A report of the results for 
each specific hypothesis follows the table. 
Major Hypothesis 4. There is no difference in marital 
satisfaction among the couples in the Control Group, the 
Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
Specific Hypothesis 29. There is no difference 
in the marital satisfaction indicated by the IMSav among the 
couples in the Control Group, Enrichment Group, and Counseling 
Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the IMSav of the couples in the three groups 
indicated a significant difference in marital satisfaction 
among the groups (Table 31). The F value (F=59.55) was 
statistically significant at the .05 level (£<0.001*). 
Table 30 
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Suitunarv of Mai or and Specific Hypotheses of Differences 
in Couples' Averages. Absolute Differences, and Disparities 
in Marital Satisfaction. Self-esteem, and Internal Locus of 
Control among the Control (Ctl^. Enrichment (Enl. and 
Counseling fCo> Groups 
Hypothesis Results 
Major 4. Marital Satisfaction for Couples* Co>Ctl, En* 
29. 
30. 
31. 
IMS Average by Group* 
IMS Absolute Difference by Group* 
IMS Disparity by Group* 
Co>Ctl, En* 
Co>Ctl, En* 
Co, Ctl>En* 
32. 
33. 
34. 
MS Average by Group* 
MS Absolute Difference by Group 
MS Disparity by Group 
Co<Ctl, En* 
Major 5. Self-esteem for Couples* Co>Ctl, En* 
35. 
36. 
37. 
ISE Average by Group* 
ISE Absolute Difference by Group 
ISE Disparity by Group 
Co>Ctl, En* 
Major 6. Internal Locus of Control* Co>Ctl, En* 
38. 
39. 
40. 
ICI Average by Group* 
ICI Absolute Difference by Group 
ICI Disparity by Group 
Co>Ctl, En* 
* significant at 0.05 level 
(Results indicate size of scores; consult report for 
explanation.) 
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Table 31 
Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Couples on Couple 
Average of Index of Marital Satisfaction flMSav^ bv Group 
Source D.F. 
Groups* 2 
Within 57 
Total 59 
SS MS 
11312.7 5656.4 
5414.2 95.0 
16726.9 
F prob>F 
59.55 0.000 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 14.597 7.576 
Enrichment 12.966 5.573 
Counseling 42.875 14.018 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 9.746 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Paixvise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-4.540, 7.801) 
Counseling (-34.449, -22.109)* (-36.079, -23.739)* 
* significant at 0.05 level, but F-max test for homogeneity 
rejected at 0.05 level 
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Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the Control Group mean and the 
Enrichment Group mean (-4.54 to 7.80) included zero, which 
indicated no statistically significant difference between 
these two groups. Neither the CI for the difference between 
the Control Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-34.45 
to -22.11*) nor the CI for the difference between the 
Enrichment Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-36.08 to 
-23.74*) included zero. These calculations indicated that the 
mean of the IMSav for the Counseling Group was significantly 
different from the means of both the Control Group and the 
Enrichment Group. That is, the average for the Counseling 
Group couples indicated them to be significantly more 
dissatisfied in their marriages than the couples in the 
Control and Enrichment Groups. 
Hypothesis 30. There is no difference in the 
IMSa among the couples in the Control Group, the Enrichment 
Group, and the Counseling Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the IMSa of the couples in the three groups 
indicated a significant difference among the groups (Table 
32). The F value (F=3.54) was statistically significant at 
the .05 level (e<0.04). Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
rej ected. 
Table 32 
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Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Couples on Couple 
Absolute Difference on Index of Marital Satisfaction flMSal 
bv Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 2 451.1 225.5 3.54 0.036 
Within 57 3633.6 63.7 
Total 59 4084.7 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 8.593 4.905 
Enrichment 7.466 6.466 
Counseling 13.764 11.197 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 7.984 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-3.928, 6.182) 
Counseling (-19.225, -0.0116)* (-11.352, -1.243)* 
* significant at 0.05 level, but F-max test for homogeneity 
rejectedat 0.05 level 
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Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the Control Group mean and the 
Enrichment Group mean (-3.93 to 6.18) included zero, which 
indicated no statistically significant difference between 
these two groups. Neither the CI for the difference between 
the Control Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-10.23 
to -0.12*) nor the CI for the difference between the 
Enrichment Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-11.35 to 
-1.24*) included zero. These calculations indicated that the 
mean of the IMSa for the Counseling Group was significantly-
different from the means of both the Control Group and the 
Enrichment Group. That is, the absolute difference between 
husband's and wife's marital satisfaction in the Counseling 
Group were significantly greater than between the husband's 
and wife's scores in the Control and Enrichment Groups. The 
absolute difference gave no indication as to which spouse was 
more dissatisfied. 
Specific Hypothesis 31. There is no difference 
in the IMSd among the couples in the Control Group, the 
Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the IMSd of the couples in the three groups 
indicated a significant difference among the groups (Table 
33). The £ value (£=3.46) was statistically significant at 
the .05 level (E<0.04*) The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Table 33 
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Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Couples on Couple 
Disparity of Index of Marital Satisfaction flMSd^ bv Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 2 1062 531 3.46 0.038 
Within 57 8758 154 
Total 59 9819 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control -1.27 10.00 
Enrichment 3.07 9.52 
Counseling -7.20 16.44 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 12.40 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-12.19, 3. 51) 
Counseling (-1.92, 13. 77) (2.42, 18.11)* 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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Fisher's palrwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the Control Group mean and the 
Enrichment Group mean (-12.19 to 3.51) included zero, which 
indicated no significant difference between these two groups. 
The CI for the difference between the Control Group mean and 
the Counseling Group mean (-1.92 to 13.77) also included zero, 
which indicated no significant difference between these two 
groups as well. However, the CI for the difference between 
the Enrichment Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (2.42 
to 18.11*) did not contain zero. These calculations indicated 
that the mean of the IMSd for the Counseling Group was 
significantly different from the mean of the Enrichment Group, 
but not the mean of the Control Group. That is, the disparity 
calculated by subtracting the wife's score from her husband's 
score indicated the wives in the Counseling Group were more 
dissatisfied with their marriages than were their husbands. 
The extent to which they were more dissatisfied than their 
husbands was significantly greater only than the disparity in 
the Enrichment Group where the wives were more satisfied than 
their husbands. 
Specific Hypothesis 32. There is no difference 
in the marital satisfaction indicated by the HSav among the 
couples in the Control Group, the Enrichment Group, and the 
Counseling Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
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variance of the MSav among the couples in the three groups 
indicated a significant difference among the groups (Table 
34). The F value (F=40.54) was statistically significant at 
the .05 level (E<0.001*). Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
rej ected. 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the Control Group mean and the 
Enrichment Group mean (-0.41 to 0.31) included zero, which 
indicated no statistically significant difference between 
these two groups. Neither the CI for the difference between 
the Control Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (1.02 to 
1.73*) nor the CI for the difference between the Enrichment 
Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (1.07 to 1.78*) 
included zero. These calculations indicated that the mean of 
the MSav for the Counseling Group was significantly different 
from the means of both the Control Group and the Enrichment 
Group. That is, the average of the self-reported rating for 
the couples in the Counseling Group indicated those couples to 
be significantly more dissatisfied in their marriages than the 
couples in the Control and Enrichment Groups. 
Specific Hypothesis 33. There is no difference 
in the MSa among the couples in the Control Group, the 
Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the MSa of the couples in the three groups 
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Table 34 
Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Couples on Couple 
Average of Rating of Marital Satisfaction fMSav) bv Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 
Within 
Total 
2 26.158 
57 18.388 
59 44.546 
13.079 40.54 
0.323 
0.000 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 
Enrichment 
Counseling 
4.500 
4.550 
3.125 
0.4588 
0.4261 
0.7587 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 0.5680 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-0.4096, 0.3096) 
Counseling (1.0154, 1.7346)* (1.0654, 1.7846) * 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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indicated no significant difference among the groups (Table 
35). The F value (F=0.94) was not statistically significant 
at the .05 level (p>0.05). Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
not rejected. That is, the extent to which one or the other 
spouse reported more dissatisfaction in the marriage, while 
larger for the Counseling Group couples, was not significantly 
greater than for the couples in the Control and Enrichment 
Groups. 
Specific Hypothesis 34. There is no difference 
in the MSd among the couples in the Control Group, the 
Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
The results of the one-way, analysis of variance of the 
MSd of the couples in the three groups indicated no 
significant difference among the groups (Table 36). The F 
value (F=0.71) was not statistically significant at the .05 
level (p>0.05). Therefore, the null hypothesis was not 
rejected. That is, the disparity calculated by subtracting 
the wife's rating of marital satisfaction from her husband's 
rating indicated the extent to which wives reported more 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction in marriage than did their 
husbands. This did not vary significantly among the groups. 
Major Hypothesis 5. There is no difference in 
self-esteem among the couples in the Control Group, the 
Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
Table 35 
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Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Couples on Couple 
Absolute Difference of Rating of Marital Satisfaction fMSa) 
bv Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 2 
Within 57 
Total 59 
1.233 0.617 0.94 
37.350 0.655 
38.583 
0.396 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 0.400 
Enrichment 0.600 
Counseling 0.750 
0.5026 
0.7539 
1.0699 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 0.8095 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals 
Difference Between Group Means 
for 
Contrast Group i Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-0.7125, 0.3125) 
Counseling (-0.8625, 0.1625) (-0.6625, 0.3625) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
Table 36 
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Differences in Marital Satisfaction for Couples on Couple 
Disparity of Rating of Marital Satisfaction fMSd^ bv Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 2 1.43 0.72 0.71 0.496 
Within 57 57.55 1.01 
Total 59 58.98 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 0.100 0.641 
Enrichment -0.200 0.951 
Counseling 0.150 1.309 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 1.005 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-0.336, 0.936) 
Counseling (-0.686, 0.586) (-0.986, 0.286) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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Specific Hypothesis 35. There is no difference 
in the ISEav among the couples in the Control Group, the 
Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ISEav of the couples in the three groups 
indicated a significant difference among the groups (Table 
37). The F value (F=8.81) was statistically significant at 
the .05 level (E<0.001*). Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
rejected. 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the Control Group mean and the 
Enrichment Group mean (-3.83 to 11.43) included zero, which 
indicated no statistically significant difference between 
these two groups. Neither the CI for the difference between 
the Control Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-38.87 
to -23.61*) nor the CI for the difference between the 
Enrichment Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-42.67 to 
-27.41) included zero. These calculations indicated the mean 
of the ISEav for the Counseling Group was significantly 
different from the means of both the Control and Enrichment 
Groups. That is, the average of the Counseling Group couples 
indicated they were significantly lower in self-esteem than 
couples in the Control and Enrichment Group. 
Specific Hypothesis 36. There is no difference 
in the ISEa among the couples in the Control Group, the 
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Table 37 
Differences in Self-esteem for Couples on Couple 
Average of Index of Self-esteem TISEav^ bv Group 
Source D .F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 
Within 
Total 
2 
57 
59 
1752.2 
5670.9 
7423.1 
876.1 
99.5 
8.81 0.000 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 
Enrichment 
Counseling 
27. 
23. 
36. 
392 
551 
442 
8.778 
8.365 
12.306 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 9.974 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-2.474, 10.155) 
Counseling (-15.365, -2.735)* (19.205, -6.576)* 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ISEa of the couples in the three groups 
indicated no significant difference among the groups (Table 
38). The F value (F=0.69) was not statistically significant 
at the .05 level (p>0.05). Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
not rejected. That is, the analysis indicated that the 
difference in self-esteem between husbands and wives did not 
vary significantly among the three groups. 
Specific Hypothesis 37. There is no difference 
in the ISEd among the couples in the Control Group, the 
Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ISEd of the couples in the three groups 
indicated no significant difference among the groups (Table 
39). The F value (F=0.21) was not statistically significant 
at the .05 level (E>0.05). Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
not rejected. That is, results of subtracting a wife's score 
from her husband's score, indicated wives' self-esteem was 
lower than husbands', but the extent did not vary 
significantly among the three groups. 
Major Hypothesis 6. What difference, if any, is there 
in internal locus of control among the couples in the Control 
Group, the Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group? 
Specific Hypothesis 38. There is no difference 
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Table 38 
Differences in Self-esteem for Couples on Couple 
Absolute Difference of Index of Self-esteem flSEa^ bv Group 
Source D .F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 
within 
Total 
2 
57 
59 
160 
6632 
6792 
80 
116 
0.69 0.508 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 
Enrichment 
Counseling 
10.92 
10.03 
13.85 
11.46 
9.65 
11.16 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 10.79 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-5.95, 7.71) 
Counseling (-9.76, 3.89) (-10.65, 3.01) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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Table 39 
Differences in Self-esteem for Couples on Couple 
Disparity of Index of Self-esteem fISEd) bv Group 
Source D .F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 
Within 
Total 
2 
57 
59 
97 
13322 
13420 
49 .21 
234 
0.812 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 
Enrichment 
Counseling 
-6. 
-3. 
-5. 
42 
30 
02 
14.61 
13.70 
17.32 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 15.29 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-12.80, 6.56) 
Counseling (-11.08, 8.28) (-7.96, 11.39) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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in the ICIav among the couples in the Control Group, the 
Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ICIav of the couples in the three couples 
indicated a significant difference among the groups (Table 
40). The F value (F=6.45) was statistically significant at 
the .05 level (£<0.01*). Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
rej ected. 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons established that the CI for 
the difference between the Control Group mean and the 
Enrichment Group mean (-4.80 to 5.49) included zero, which 
indicated no statistically significant difference between 
these two groups. Neither the CI for the difference between 
the Control Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-17.36 
to -2.14*) nor the CI for the difference between the 
Enrichment Group mean and the Counseling Group mean (-19.64 to 
-4.42*) included zero. These calculations indicated that the 
mean of the ICIav for the Counseling Group was significantly 
different from the means of both the Control Group and the 
Enrichment Group. That is, the couple average for the 
Counseling Group indicated them to be significantly more 
external in locus of control than the couples in the Control 
and Enrichment Groups. 
Specific Hypothesis 39. There is no difference 
in the ICIa among the couples in the Control Group, the 
Table 40 
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Differences in Internal Locus of Control for Couples on 
Couple Average of Internal Control Index flCIav^ bv Group 
Source D. F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups* 2 852.8 
within 57 3768.8 
Total 59 4621.6 
426.4 6.45 
66.1 
0.003 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 28.354 
Enrichment 28.010 
Counseling 36.174 
7.086 
6.958 
9.987 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 
Critical Value = 2.002 
8.131 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals 
Difference Between Group Means 
for 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-4.803, 5.492) 
Counseling (-12.968, -2.672)* (-13.312, -3.016)* 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ICIa of the couples in the three groups 
indicated no significant difference among the groups (Table 
41). The F value (F=0.97) was not statistically significant 
at the .05 level (E>0.05). Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
not rejected. That is, the extent to which one or the other 
Control Group spouse was more external, while greater than for 
the couples in the other two groups, was not significant. 
Absolute difference did not indicate which spouse was more 
external. 
Specific Hypothesis 40. There is no difference in 
the ICId among the couples in the Control Group, the 
Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
The results of the one-way, fixed effects analysis of 
variance of the ICId of the couples in the three groups 
indicated no significant difference among the groups (Table 
42). The F value (F=1.38) was not statistically significant 
at the .05 level (£>0.05). Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
not rejected. That is, subtracting the wife's score from the 
husband's score indicated that while the wives in all the 
groups were more external than their husbands and extent of 
the difference for Control Group couples was greater than for 
the other groups, the difference was not significant. 
Table 41 
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Differences In Internal Locus of Control for Couples 
on Couple Absolute Difference on Internal Control 
Index flCIa^ bv Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 2 218 109 0.97 0.387 
Within 57 6427 113 
Total 59 6645 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control 15.55 12.87 
Enrichment 12.16 9.63 
Counseling 11.08 8.94 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 10.62 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-3.33, 10.12) 
Counseling (-2.25, 11.20) (-5.64, 7.80) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
Table 42 
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Differences in Internal Locus of Control for Couples on 
Couple Disparity of Internal Control Index flCId^ bv Group 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Groups 2 633 317 1.38 0.260 
Within 57 13075 229 
Total 59 13708 
Group Mean Standard Deviation 
Control -11.53 16.74 
Enrichment -5.58 14.68 
Counseling -3.98 13.87 
Pooled Standard Deviation = 15.15 
Critical Value = 2.002 
Fisher's Pairwise Comparison Confidence Intervals for 
Difference Between Group Means 
Contrast Group Control Enrichment Counseling 
Control 
Enrichment (-15.54, 3.64) 
Counseling (-17.14, 2.04) (-11.19, 7.99) 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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Question 3. 
What relationship, if any, is there among marital 
satisfaction, self-esteem, and internal locus of control 
between individuals seeking marriage counseling and non­
clinical individuals who define their marriages as happy? 
This question generated one major null hypothesis which 
in turn led to three specific hypotheses. Simple correlation, 
multiple regression, and canonical correlation methods were 
used to examine relationship among the variables of this 
study. 
Major Hypothesis 7. There is no relationship in MS, 
IMS scores, ISE scores, and ICI scores among individuals in 
the Control Group, the Enrichment Group, and the Counseling 
Group. 
Specific Hypothesis 41. For each pair of 
variables the correlation does not differ from zero beyond 
that expected by chance alone. 
The data for all individuals were examined as a whole and 
by group using Pearson product-moment correlations. Out of 
the 36 incidents of correlation investigated, 23 correlations 
were found to be significant at the .05 level (Table 43). 
Specific Hypothesis 42. The linear relationship 
of IMS to ISE and ICI does not differ from zero beyond that 
expected by chance alone. 
IMS was examined for linear relationship to ISE and ICI. 
Table 43 
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Relationships Among Marital Satisfaction (IMS. MS^. 
Self-esteem flSE^. and Internal Locus of Control fICI) 
for Individuals 
Variables Total (n=120) Husbands (n-60) Wives (n=60) 
IMS/MS -0.752* -0.726* -0.776* 
IMS/ISE 0.409* 0.581* 0.279* 
IMS/ICI 0.297* 0.572* 0.150 
MS/ISE -0.231* -0.327* -0.153 
MS/ICI -0.229* -0.450* -0.111 
ISE/ICI 0.498* 0.483* 0.479* 
Control (n=40) Enrichment (n=40) Counseling (n=40) 
IMS/MS -0.439* -0.510* -0.533* 
IMS/ISE 0.354* 0.455* 0.049 
IMS/ICI -0.137 0.182 0.200 
MS/ISE -0.093 -0.060 -0.132 
MS/ICI 0.092 -0.111 -0.058 
ISE/ICI 0.453* 0.476* 0.401* 
N Critical Value 
120 0.195 
* significant at 0.05 level 60 0.254 
40 0.312 
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The E value (£=12.75) was statistically significant at the .05 
level (q<0.001*). The ISE was a significant predictor 
(t=3.60) for IMS (Table 44). Therefore, the null hypothesis 
was rejected. That is, ISE is significantly related to IMS 
beyond chance alone. 
Specific Hypothesis 43. The linear relationship 
of MS to ISE and ICI does not differ from zero beyond that 
expected by chance alone. 
MS was examined for linear relationship to ISE and ICI 
and resulted in an F value (F=7.13) which was significant at 
the .05 level (e<.001*). However, neither ISE nor ICI was a 
significant predictor at the .05 level (p>0.05). Therefore, 
the null hypothesis was not rejected. See Table 45 for 
details. 
Hypothesis 44. The combined MS and IMS variable 
does not relate to the combined ICI and ISE variable beyond 
that expected by chance alone. 
The relationship of the combined MS and IMS variable with 
the combined ICI and ISE variable was examined for 
individuals. The results indicated that the first root was 
significant with a corresponding canonical correlation of 0.43 
(Table 46). The F value (F=6.70) was significant at the .05 
level (p<0.001*). Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
rejected. IMS and ISE were credited as the main contributors 
to the relationship between the combined variables. 
Table 44 
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Relationship of Internal Control Index flCI^ and Index of 
Self-esteem flSE^ to Index of Marital Satisfaction flMS^ 
Predictor Standardized Coefficient t prob>t 
Constant 
ICI 
ISE* 
4.527 
0.183 
0.456 
1. 
1. 
3. 
04 
28 
60 
0.303 
0.202 
0.000 
R2 = 0.179 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Regression* 
Residual 
Total 
2 6884.4 
117 31576.4 
119 38460.8 
3442.2 
269.9 
12.75 0.000 
* significant at 0.05 level 
Table 45 
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Relationship of Internal Control Index flCI^ and Index of 
Self-esteem fISEl to Rating of Marital Satisfaction fMS^ 
Predictor Standardized Coefficient t prob>t 
Constant* 
ICI 
ISE 
4.772 
-0.012 
-0.011 
18.48 
-1.47 
-1.52 
0.000 
0.145 
0.131 
R2 = 0.071 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Regression* 
Residual 
Total 
2 
117 
119 
8.375 
110.216 
118.592 
4.188 
0.942 
4.45 0.014 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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Table 46 
Relationship of Coinbined Index of Marital Satisfaction flMSi 
and Rating of Marital Satisfaction fMS^ to Coinbined Internal 
Control Index fICI) and Index of Self-esteem fISE> 
Root Canonical R Canonical R^ Approx. F prob>F 
1* 0.433740 0.188130 6.6957 0.0001 
2 0.100187 0.010037 1.1863 0.2783 
Standard Weights Root 1 Root 2 
Dependent 
MS 1.2324 0.8849 
IMS 0.3436 1.4778 
Independent 
ICI 0.2328 -1.1298 
ISE 0.8634 0.7650 
Correlation with Own and Opposite Composites 
Dependent Composite Independent Composite 
Dependent 
MS -0.5833 -0.2530 
IMS 0.9740 0.4225 
Independent 
ICI 0.2876 0.6632 
ISE 0.4248 0.9794 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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Question 4. 
What relationship, if any, is there among marital 
satisfaction, self-esteem, and internal locus of control 
between couples seeking marriage counseling and non-clinical 
couples who define their marriages as happy? 
The question generated one major null hypothesis which 
in turn led to three specific hypotheses. Simple correlation, 
multiple regression, and canonical correlation methods were 
used to examine the relationships among the variables of this 
study. 
Major Hypothesis 8. There is no relationship among 
MS, IMS scores, ISE scores, and ICI scores for couples in the 
Control Group, the Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
Specific Hypothesis 45. For each pair of 
variables examined the relationship does not differ from zero 
beyond that expected by chance alone. 
The data for all couples were examined using Pearson 
product-moment correlations. Out of 22 incidents of 
correlation investigated, 13 were found to be significant at 
the .05 level (Table 47). Therefore, for 13 pairs of 
variables the null hypotheses were rejected. 
Specific Hypothesis 46. The linear relationship 
of ISEh, ISEw, ICIh, and ICIw to IMSav does not differ from 
zero beyond that expected by chance alone. 
IMSav was examined for linear relationship to ISEh, ISEw, 
Table 47 
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Relationships Among Marital Satisfaction ^IMS. MS^. 
Self-esteem flSE^. and Internal Locus of Control flCI^ 
for Couples fh/w). Couple Averages (av). Couple Absolute 
Differences fa^ and Couple Disparities fd^ 
Couples Couple Averages 
Variables (n=60) Variables (n=60) 
IMSh/IMSw 0.760* IMSav/MSav -0.841* 
MSh/MSw 0.540* IMSav/ISEav 0.457* 
ISEh/ISEw 0.379* IMSav/ICIav 0.397* 
ICIh/ICIW 0.162 MSav/ISEav -0.339* 
MSav/ICIav -0.340* 
ISEav/ICIav 0.512* 
Couple Absolute Couple 
Variables Differences Variables Disparities 
(n=60) (n=60) 
IMSa/MSa 0.126 IMSd/MSd -0.405* 
IMSa/ISEa 0.120 IMSd/ISEd 0.226* 
IMSa/ICIa -0.037 IMSd/ICId 0.062 
MSa/ISEa -0.229 MSd/ISEd 0.011 
MSa/ICIa -0.161 MSd/ICId -0.041 
ISEa/ICIa 0.504* ISEd/ICId 0.417* 
Critical Value (n=60) = 0.254 
* significant at the 0.05 level 
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ICIh, and ICIw. The results indicated the F value (F=8.15) 
was significant at the .05 level (e<0.001*). The results of 
the multiple regression indicated the t-ratio of the ISEh 
(t=2.57) was significant (p<0.02*) and the t-ratio of the ICIh 
(t=2.77) was significant (p<0.01*) at the .05 level. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected (Table 48). That 
is, ISEh and ICIh were significant predictors of IHSav. 
Specific Hypothesis 47. The linear relationship 
of ISEh, ISEw, ICIh, and ICIw to MSav does not differ from 
zero beyond that expected by chance alone. 
The results of the multiple regression indicated the F 
value (F=7.13) which was significant at the .05 level 
(E<0.001*). The t-ratio of the ICIh (£=-3.78) was significant 
(p<0.001*) at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis 
was rejected (Table 49). That is, the ICIh was a significant 
predictor of MSav. 
Specific Hypothesis 48. The combined MSav and 
IMSav variable does not relate to the combined ICIav and ISEav 
variable beyond that expected by chance alone. 
The relationship of the combined MSav and IMSav variable 
with the combined ICIav and ISEav variable was examined for 
couples. The results indicated that the first root was 
significant with a corresponding canonical correlation 0.50 
(Table 50). The F value (F=4.50) was significant at the .05 
level (p<0.05*). Therefore, the null hypotheses was rejected. 
Table 48 
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Relationship of the Internal Control Index for Husbands and 
Wives and the Index of Self-esteem for Husbands and Wives 
to the Average Index of Marital Satisfaction for Couples 
Predictor Standardized Coefficient t prob>t 
Constant -8.5790 -1.22 0.229 
ISEh* 0.4390 2.5 0.013 
ICIh* 0.6330 2.77 0.008 
ISEw 0.0818 0.53 0.600 
ICIw 0.0136 0.09 0.928 
r2 = 0.372 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Regression* 4 6223.3 1555.8 8.15 0.000 
Residual 55 10503.7 191.0 
Total 59 16726.9 
* significant at 0.05 level 
Table 49 
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Relationship of the Internal Control Index for Husbands 
and Wives and the Index of Self-esteem for Husbands and 
Wives to the Average Rating of Marital Satisfaction 
Predictor Standardized Coefficient t prob>t 
Constant* 5.5783 14.98 0.000 
ISEh -0.0118 -1.30 0.197 
ICIh* -0.0458 -3.78 0.000 
ISEw -0.0036 -0.44 0.661 
ICIw 0.0046 0.59 0.560 
R^ = 0.342 
Source D.F. SS MS F prob>F 
Regression* 15 .2142 3.8035 7.13 0.000 
Residual 55 29.3317 0.5333 
Total 59 44.5458 
* significant at 0.05 level 
Table 50 
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Relationship of the Combined Index of Marital Satisfaction 
Average /IMSav^ and Rating of Marital Satisfaction Average 
fMSav^ to Combined Internal Control Index Average flCIav^ 
and Index of Self-esteem Average flSEav^ 
Root Canonical R Canonical R2 Approx.F prob>F 
1* 0.499493 0.249493 4.5017 0.0021 
2 0.105406 0.011110 0.6404 0.4269 
Standard Weights Root 1 Root 2 
Dependent 
MSav 0.2550 1.8282 
IMSav 1.2047 1.3985 
Independent 
ICIav 0.4149 -1.0881 
ISEav 0.7217 0.9139 
Correlation with Own and Opposite Composite 
Dependent Composite Independent Composite 
Dependent 
MSav -0.7577 -0.3784 
IMSav 0.9904 0.4947 
Independent 
ICIav 0.3920 0.7848 
ISEav 0.4667 0.9344 
* significant at 0.05 level 
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More emphasis was given to IMSav and ISEav as contributors to 
the relationship between the combined variables. 
Specific Hypothesis 49. The relationship of the 
combined of MSh, MSw, IMSh, and IMSw variable does not relate 
to the combined of ICIh, ICIw, ISEh, and ISEw variable beyond 
that expected by chance alone. 
The combined MSh, MSw, IMSh, and IMSw variable was 
examined for relationship with the combined ICIh, ICIw, ISEh, 
and ISEw variable. The results indicated that the first root 
was significant with a corresponding canonical correlation of 
0.73. The F value (F=3.77) was significant at the .05 level 
(p<0.001*). For the dependent composite, MSw, IMSh and IMSw 
contributed the most and, for the independent composite, ICIh 
and ISEh were the greatest contributors. In spite of the size 
of the correlation, the redundancy analysis indicated the 
cumulative proportions of variance one combined variable 
explained in the other were 0.31 and 0.25 respectively. So, 
neither by itself would be a good overall predictor of the 
other (Table 51). The addition of other contributing 
variables would be necessary for prediction. 
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Table 51 
Relationship of Combined Rating of Marital Satisfaction and 
Index of Marital Satisfaction for Husbands and Wives fMSh. 
MSw. IMSh. IMSw) to Combined Internal Control Index and Index 
of Self-esteem for Husbands and Wives fICIh. ICIw. ISEh. ISEw^ 
Root Canonical R Canonical R'^ Approx. F prob>F 
1* 0.732905 0. 537149 3 .7733 0.0001 
2 0.341487 0. 116614 1 .2952 0.2456 
3 0.277848 0. 077199 1 .1910 0.3190 
4 0.077284 0. 005973 0 .3305 0.5677 
Standard Weights Root 1 Root 2 Root 3 Root 4 
Dependent 
MSh 0.0879 0.9221 0.8069 -0.8509 
MSw -0.6421 0.9600 0.0627 1.0898 
IMSh 1.1245 0.2693 1.2873 0.2008 
IMSw -0.6826 1.6182 -1.0332 0.1162 
Independent 
ICIh 0.6417 -0.6674 -0.5586 -0.4005 
ICIw 0.1100 0.2693 0.6945 -0.8660 
ISEh 0.5396 0.2693 0.5892 0.7065 
ISEw -0.2204 0.4719 -1.0932 -0.0409 
Correlation with Own and Opposite Composites 
Dependent Composite Independent Composite 
Dependent 
MS -0.6058 -0.4440 
MSw -0.7053 -0.5169 
IMSh 0.9059 0.6639 
IMSw 0.6128 0.4491 
Independent 
ICIh 0.6552 0.8940 
ICIw 0.1654 0.2256 
ISEh 0.5789 0.7899 
ISEw 0.0823 0.1123 
* significant at 0.05 level (table continues) 
Table 51 (continued) 
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Canonical Redundancy Analysis 
Standardized Variance of Variables 
Explained by the Opposite Combined Variables 
Root Proportion Cumulative Proportion 
Dependent 
1 0.2767 0.2767 
2 0.0096 0.2863 
3 0.0201 0.3064 
4 0.0008 0.3073 
Independent 
1 0.1996 0.1996 
2 0.0347 0.2344 
3 0.0096 0.2439 
4 0.0012 0.2451 
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Summary. 
From the four research questions in this study, eight 
major hypotheses were generated from which a total of 49 
specific hypotheses were derived and investigated. The 
following results were produced by the statistical analysis of 
the data. 
Major Hypothesis 1. There is no difference in marital 
satisfaction among the individuals in the Control Group, the 
Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
Marital satisfaction was evaluated by using both IMS and 
MS. The following information applies to the analysis of the 
three groups with regard to both the measures. 
The mean of the individuals in the Counseling Group was 
significantly different from the means of the other two 
groups. This indicated that the individuals in the Counseling 
Group were substantially more dissatisfied in their marriages 
than the people in either of the other groups. No significant 
difference existed between the means of the Control Group and 
the Enrichment Group which indicated these two groups were 
similarly happy. 
The mean of husbands did not differ from the mean of wives 
overall. However, the mean of Counseling Group husbands 
differed significantly from the means for the husbands in the 
other two groups. The mean for the Counseling Group wives 
also differed significantly from the means of the wives in the 
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other two groups. These results indicate that while husbands 
and wives were not more dissatisfied in their marriages 
overall, the husbands and wives in the Counseling Group were 
significantly more dissatisfied than those in the other two 
groups. 
Major Hvpothesis 2. There is no difference in self-
esteem among individuals in the Control Group, the Enrichment 
Group, and the Counseling Group. 
The mean of the ISE for the individuals in the Counseling 
Group was significantly different from the means of the other 
two groups. No significant difference existed between the 
means of the Control Group and the Enrichment Group. These 
results indicated that the individuals in the Control and the 
Enrichment Groups were similar in self-esteem, while the 
people in the Counseling Group were significantly lower in 
self-esteem. The mean of the husbands indicated they were 
significantly higher in self-esteem than the wives overall. 
However, no significant difference was indicated between 
husbands and wives within the three groups. The ISE mean for 
Counseling Group husbands differed significantly from the 
means for the husbands in the other two groups. The mean for 
the Counseling Group wives also differed significantly from 
the means of the wives in the other two groups. These results 
indicated that while the level of self-esteem for both spouses 
was similar within each group, the Counseling Group husbands 
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and wives were significantly lower in self-esteem than the 
husbands and wives in the other groups. 
Major Hypothesis 3. There is no difference in 
internal locus of control among individuals in the Control 
Group, the Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
The mean of the ICI for the individuals in the Counseling 
Group was significantly different from the means of the other 
two groups. No significant difference existed between the 
means of the Control Group and the Enrichment Group. These 
results indicated that while the individuals in the Control 
and Enrichment Groups were at about the same level of internal 
locus of control, the individuals in the Counseling Group were 
significantly more external than the others. 
The mean of the husbands did differ significantly from 
the mean of the wives overall and within the Control Group. 
No significant difference by gender was indicated within the 
Enrichment and Counseling Groups. These results indicated 
that the wives were significantly more external than the 
husbands. While the wives in the Enrichment and Counseling 
Groups were not significantly more external than their 
husbands, the wives in the Control Group were. The ICI mean 
for Counseling Group husbands differed significantly from the 
means for the husbands in the other two groups. The ICI mean 
for the Counseling Group wives did not differ significantly 
from the means of the wives in the other two groups. That is. 
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the Counseling Group husbands were significantly more external 
than the husbands in the Control and Enrichment Groups, but 
even though the Counseling Group wives were more external than 
the wives in the other two groups, the difference was not 
significant. 
Manor Hypothesis 4. There is no difference in marital 
satisfaction among the couples in the Control Group, the 
Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
The variables considered for this problem were IMSav, 
IMSa, IMSd, MSav, MSa, and MSd. The absolute difference (a) 
indicated the extent of the difference between the husband's 
and the wife's scores without regard to whose score was 
higher. Disparity (d) was calculated by subtracting the 
wife's score from her husband's score in order to identify the 
direction of any difference. On IMS average and absolute 
difference the Counseling Group means were higher than the 
means of the other two groups which indicated that the couples 
in the Counseling Group were more dissatisfied and that the 
degree of dissatisfaction between the spouses in the 
Counseling Group was greater than for the couples in the other 
two groups. On IMSd the mean of the Enrichment Group differed 
significantly from the mean of the Counseling Group. However, 
no significant difference was indicated between the mean of 
the Control Group and the Enrichment Group or between the 
Control Group and the Counseling Group. These results 
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indicated that degree to which the wives in the Counseling 
Group were more dissatisfied than their husbands was 
significantly greater only than the wives in the Enrichment 
Group who were more satisfied than their husbands. 
The mean for MSav for the Counseling Group was 
significantly different from the means of the Control and 
Enrichment Groups. On MSa and MSd no significant differences 
were identified among the three groups. These results 
indicated that on the self-reported rating of marital 
satisfaction the Counseling Group couples were more 
dissatisfied than the couples in the other two groups, but 
that any differences in satisfaction between spouses within 
the three groups were not meaningful. 
Major Hypothesis 5. There is no difference in 
self-esteem among the couples in the Control Group, the 
Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
The variables considered in this problem were ISEav, 
ISEa, and ISEd. The ISEav mean for the Counseling Group 
differed significantly from the means of the other two groups, 
but the mean of the Control Group did not differ from the mean 
of the Enrichment Group. These results indicated that the 
couples in the Counseling Group were significantly lower in 
self-esteem than were the couples in the other two groups. 
The means for ISEa and ISEd indicated no significant 
difference among the three groups which indicated that the 
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differences in self-esteem between the spouses within the 
three groups were not meaningful. 
Major Hypothesis 6. There is no difference in 
internal locus of control among the couples in the Control 
Group, the Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
The variables considered in this problem were ICIav, 
ICIa, and ICId. The ICIav mean for the Counseling Group 
differed significantly from the means of the other two groups 
which indicated that the couples in the Counseling Group were 
significantly more external than the couples in the other 
groups. The means for ICIa and ICId indicated no significant 
difference among the three groups. That is, the differences 
in internal locus of control between the spouses within the 
three groups were not meaningful. 
Major Hypothesis 7. There is no relationship among 
MS, IMS scores, ISE scores, and ICI scores for the individuals 
in the Control Group, the Enrichment Group, and the Counseling 
Group. 
MS and IMS related highly for the total sample, for 
husbands and wives, and within the three groups indicating the 
self-report was a reasonably accurate indicator of marital 
satisfaction. The negative correlation was because a high 
score on one corresponded to a low score on the other. 
The relationship of IMS to ISE was moderate for the total 
sample and low for individuals within the Control and 
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Enrichment Groups. Virtually no relationship between marital 
satisfaction and self-esteem was found within the Counseling 
Group. The relationship of IMS to ICI was low for the total 
and moderate for husbands. For wives and within the three 
subgroups, little or no relationship was found between marital 
satisfaction and internal locus of control. 
While MS related significantly to ISE and ICI for the 
total sample and for husbands, all the MS relationships were 
lower than the relationships of IMS to the other variables. 
ISE and ICI related moderately across all groups, though 
slightly less for the Counseling Group than the other two 
groups. 
In considering the linear relationship of ISE and ICI to 
IMS, only ISE was found to relate significantly. When 
investigating the linear relationship of ISE and ICI to MS, 
neither of the independent variables were found to be 
significantly related. Through investigation of the linear 
relationship of the attitude composite of ISE and ICI to the 
marital satisfaction composite of MS and IMS, the combined 
variables were found to be significantly related and ISE and 
IMS contributed more to the relationship than the other 
variables. These results indicated that ISE was the stronger 
predictor of marital satisfaction for individuals. 
Major Hypothesis 8. There is no relationship in MS, 
IMS, ISE, and ICI among couples in the Control Group, the 
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Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
In investigating about couples the data were examined 
with husband and wife scores for each variable as well as 
couple averages (av), absolute differences (a), and 
disparities (d). Only the total sample was used as the size 
of the subgroups was too small to produce meaningful results. 
Three husband to wife correlations on IMS, MS and ISE 
were significant. IMSh to IMSw correlated highly and MSh to 
MSw was moderate which indicated that, whether by self-report 
or test results, husbands and wives did agree generally on how 
satisfied they were in their marriages. The relationship of 
ISEh to ISEw was low which indicated that the self-esteem of 
the husband and wife varied considerably. The same was true 
to an even greater extent for internal control as there was 
little to no relationship between ICIh and ICIw. 
All pairs of IMSav, MSav, ISEav and ICIav correlated 
significantly. As the pairs of the four variables had 
correlated significantly on individuals as a total sample and 
as husbands, any lack of significance for the wives was 
eliminated in the averaging process. The absolute differences 
and disparities identify some significant differences between 
the spouses. ISEa to ICIa was the only pair of absolute 
differences which correlated significantly. The relationship 
between ISEd and ICId was significant also, but to a lesser 
extent. That is, the differences between the self-esteem and 
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internality of husband and wife correspond moderately, but 
neither husband nor wife is consistently higher. IMSd to MSd 
and IMSd to ISEd were found to correlate significantly though 
the relationship was low. The negative correlation between 
IMSd and MSd was because a high score on one variable 
corresponded to a low score on the other. 
The variables ISEh, ISEw, ICIh, and ICIw were examined 
for linear relationship to IMSav. Both ISEh and ICIh were 
found to be significant, but the others were not. These 
results indicated that the best predictors of IMSav were the 
ISE and ICI scores of the husband. However, the amount of 
variability accounted for by these two variables indicated 
that prediction would require the inclusion of more 
contributing variables. 
Further investigation into linear relationship of ISEh, 
ISEw, ICIh, and ICIw to MSav found only ICIh to be 
significant. The ICI score of the husband appears to be a 
predictor of MSav. However, the accuracy of MSav as a measure 
of marital satisfaction was in question because the definition 
of MS may vary substantially from person to person. 
Through investigation of the linear relationship of ISEav 
and ICIav to MSav and IMSav, the combined variables were found 
to be significantly related with ISEav and IMSav contributing 
more to the relationship than the other variables. Further 
assessment using husband and wife scores allowed consideration 
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of any differences in the scores which might have been reduced 
by averaging. When examining for relationship between the 
composite attitude variable of ISEh, ISEw, IClh, and ICIw to 
the composite marital satisfaction variable of IMSh, IMSw, 
MSh, and MSw, the combined variables were found to be 
significant and the correlation substantially higher than when 
using averages. However, redundancy analysis revealed 
valuable information. The proportion of variance of the first 
composite marital satisfaction variable being explained by the 
composite attitude variable was 0.28 with the cumulative 
proportion only increasing to 0.31 when the other three 
combined variables were included. The proportion of the 
variance of the first composite attitude variable being 
explained by the composite marital satisfaction variable was 
0.20 with the cumulative proportion increasing to 0.25 when 
the other three combined variables were included. As neither 
would be a very good predictor of the other, prediction of 
marital satisfaction would require including other variables. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter contains a summary of the entire study and 
is divided into three sections: (a) a restatement of the 
problem, (b) an overview of the research, and (c) conclusions 
and recommendations for further research. 
Restatement of the Problem 
While marital education is widely accepted as generally 
beneficial, some couples leave marriage enrichment more 
distressed than when they began. A couple could consider 
their relationship relatively satisfying and be poorly 
adjusted by objective standards. Raising their awareness of 
what constitutes a well-adjusted relationship might increase 
distress. For optimal satisfaction for both spouses the 
relationship needs to be a partnership where both modify their 
own priorities, establish mutual respect and equality as the 
basis of their interactions, and seek to enrich the life of 
their partners (Adler, 1931; Margolin & Weiss, 1978; Kingsbury 
& Scanzoni, 1989; Belsky and Kelly, 1994). In reality each 
person enters the marriage with an internal agenda of 
expectations to be met in the marriage, mostly by the other 
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person (Adam & Gringas, 1982; Avis, 1986). What does it take 
to resolve the conflict resulting from the clash of 
expectations? Marriage enrichment places emphasis on 
education in communication and problem-solving skills. What 
contributes to the existence, or absence, of willingness to 
participate in healthy, cooperative interactions seems equally 
essential. 
From the literature, high self-esteem and an internal 
locus of control seem linked to both the acceptance of 
personal responsibility and the healthy cooperation necessary 
to marital satisfaction. When Nelson and Friest (1980) 
increased awareness of choice in their marriage enrichment 
program, they found an increase in self-esteem was produced. 
Greene and Kelley (1985) focused on increasing self-esteem 
through cognitive restructuring and discovered an increase 
internality. 
Other literature relevant to these concepts left 
important issues unaddressed. For example, Smolen and Spiegel 
(1987), Guerin et al. (1987), Sabatelli (1986), Miller et al. 
(1986), Doherty (1981), and Johnson and Kilmann (1975) all 
addressed the issue of locus of control, but because self-
esteem was not investigated, its impact was not considered in 
explaining the results. Others, such as Belsky and Kelly 
(1994), Balswick and Thoburn (1991), Wells-Parker et al. 
(1990), Murgai and Sathyavathi (1988), DeTurck and Miller 
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(1986), Feldman (1986), and Miller et al. (1986), focused on 
self-esteem, but did not include locus of control. Some of 
these studies did include the issue of power or influence, but 
no connection, or distinction, was made between power and 
locus of control. 
The objective of this research was to investigate the 
possibility that happily married people possess the qualities 
of high self-esteem and internal locus of control while people 
in obviously distressed marriages lack the same 
characteristics. Whether or not the Control Group would have 
high self-esteem and be internal in locus of control was 
uncertain, though considered a real possibility. The 
requirement that they define themselves as happy seemed to 
increase the likelihood that they would be people who were 
open to influence by their spouses (Madden, 1987) and who felt 
free to be cooperative (Adler, 1927). 
One reason the Enrichment Group was included was that the 
training received through marriage enrichment was expected to 
have assisted them in achieving the optimvim marital 
adjustment. Also, their training may have affected their 
self-esteem and locus of control. Therefore, higher self-
esteem and a more internal locus of control was anticipated 
for this group. 
In addition, it was expected that within both the Control 
Group and the Enrichment Group, the husbands would be more 
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accepting of personal responsibility for the marriage and the 
wives would be making a substantial investment in its success 
(Sabatelli, 1986). 
The literature indicated that distressed marriages could 
produce very conflicting results with regard to self-esteem 
and locus of control, dayman and Ryckman (1977) identified 
four classifications of individuals: internals/high self-
esteem, externals/high self-esteem, internals/low self-esteem, 
and externals/low self-esteem. All might seek counseling, but 
more likely people from the three last categories would be 
found seeking assistance in their marriage or help through the 
divorce process. Consequently, the Counseling Group was 
expected to be distinctly different than the other two groups 
in all areas and to indicate little or no relationship among 
the variables. 
Overview of the Research 
The sample of this study consisted of 60 married couples 
who volunteered to participate. The couples were divided into 
three groups of 20 couples each: the Control Group, the 
Enrichment Group, and the Counseling Group. 
Each volunteer completed the research packet containing a 
background information sheet, the Index of Marital 
Satisfaction (IMS), the Index of Self-esteem (ISE), and the 
Internal Control Index (ICI). The final item on the 
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background information sheet, the self-report of marital 
satisfaction (MS), was established as a second dependent 
variable to be considered along with IMS, ISE, and ICI. 
Four research questions were proposed. The first two 
questions were concerned with differences in marital 
satisfaction, self-esteem, and internal locus of control among 
the three groups considered first as individuals and then as 
couples. The other two questions focused on relationships 
among the same variables for the three groups first as 
individuals and then as couples. 
One-way, fixed effects analysis of variance and 
Fisher's pairwise comparisons were utilized to identify any 
differences. Equal group sizes were established to minimize 
the effect on the Type 1 error rate because the use of these 
contrast groups may have violated the assumption of 
homogeneity of variance. Violation may have been caused by 
ceiling/floor effects of the instruments. 
Pearson product-moment correlation, multiple regression, 
and canonical correlation procedures were used to assess the 
relationships among the variables. Because the rating of the 
MS was in the opposite direction of the scores on the three 
inventories, a low value in one corresponded to a high value 
in the other and was indicated by a negative correlation 
coefficient. The level of significance was set at 0.05 for 
all processes. 
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Individual Differences. The outcome of the analysis 
of variance procedures was, for the most part, as expected. 
The individuals in the Counseling Group were significantly 
more dissatisfied in their marriages than the people in the 
other two groups. Results on the IMS and MS indicated that 
the members of the Control Group and the Enrichment Group were 
similarly satisfied with their marriages. Hudson (1992) 
indicated that no client with a clearly established problem 
ever measured lower than 20 and no one who was obviously free 
from any clinical problems ever scored over 40 on any of his 
scales having a clinical cutting score of 30. The IMS means 
of the Control Group and the Enrichment Group both fell well 
below 20. The mean of the Counseling Group was above 40. As 
a precaution, the homogeneity of variance was assessed and 
caution is recommended with regard to differences found for 
IMS for individuals by group (Table 2), IMS for husbands by 
group (Table 7), IMS for wives by group (Table 8), and MS for 
wives by group (Table 15). 
The level of self-esteem for both husbands and wives was 
similar within each group, but the Counseling Group husbands 
and wives were significantly lower in self-esteem than the 
other groups. However, few of the Counseling Group members 
were severely disturbed which may be due in part to the fact 
that the researcher's agency has no psychiatrist on staff and 
refers out the very dysfunctional clients. 
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The individuals in the Control and Enrichment Groups were 
about the same level of internal control, but the people in 
the Counseling Group were more external than the others. 
Counseling Group husbands were more external than the husbands 
in the two other groups. Wives were more external than 
husbands, but only the wives in the Control Group were 
significantly more external than their husbands. When 
combined with the results on the IMS and MS, these data 
indicated that wives in the Control and Enrichment Groups were 
more external than their husbands, but were happy in their 
marriages. However, the check for homogeneity of variance 
revealed that caution should be exercised when considering the 
differences between husbands and wives in the Control Group 
(Table 25). 
Doherty (1981) found that in marriages composed of 
external wives and internal husbands only the wives were 
dissatisfied. His explanation was that internal husbands 
might be motivated to withhold support from their wives out of 
a desire to protect their own independence. The satisfaction 
of the wives in this study may have been a result of their 
more internal husbands also having high self-esteem which may 
have allowed them to be more supportive without their sense of 
self being threatened. Another possibility is that the values 
of this sample may have affected their perception of what 
contribution to the marriage was expected of them. 
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Couple Differences. The investigation of differences 
among the groups based on their scores as couples was as 
anticipated. The Counseling Group couples were more 
dissatisfied and their level of dissatisfaction was indicated 
by both the marital satisfaction instruments. The calculation 
of absolute differences and disparities was included because 
of speculation that the difference between the scores of the 
husband and wife might be informative. Absolute differences 
made consideration of the differences in scores without regard 
to gender. Disparity permitted consideration of a gender-
specific direction of any differences. The data indicated the 
Counseling Group couples were substantially more dissatisfied 
than the other couples and the wives in the Counseling Group 
were even more unhappy than their husbands. However, 
assessment for homogeneity of variance indicated that caution 
should be exercised when considering the differences in IMSav 
by group (Table 31) and IMSa by group (Table 32). 
The couples in the Counseling Group were lower in self-
esteem and more external than the couples in the other two 
groups, but any differences between the spouses were not 
significant. 
Individual Relationships. Most of the correlations 
with the MS were low or little to none. MS correlated highly 
only with IMS for the total sample as individuals, husbands, 
and wives. For the IMS marital satisfaction was defined by 
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the questions on the instrument while each MS rating 
represented a definition by one subject. If this assessment 
was more global or more limited than IMS, it could have 
affected this correlation. 
IMS correlated moderately with ISE for husbands and the 
correlations for wives and total individuals were low, but all 
were significant. The self-esteem of Control Group and 
Enrichment Group individuals related significantly to their 
level of marital satisfaction, but not for the Counseling 
Group. Although these results did not provide the answer to 
the question of whether low self-esteem contributes to the 
dysfunction in the marriage or marital distress contributes to 
low self-esteem, providing instruction to increase self-esteem 
seems a necessary part of marriage enrichment. 
The correlations of IMS to ICI were low for individuals 
and moderate for husbands, though significant. When ISE was 
correlated with ICI the results were moderate across all 
groups. The ICI included questions which focused on belief in 
one's own abilities. This might mean that the ICI measured, 
to a limited extent, the same concept as the ISE, which may 
have affected these results. Another possibility is that 
locus of control is related to self-esteem, but that other 
factors contribute more meaningfully to marital satisfaction. 
The lack of significant correlations within the 
Counseling Group was another outcome of the investigation 
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which did not seem surprising. Conflictual marriages would 
logically contain more dysfunctional people who could be 
defensive externals whose "pseudo" self-esteem scores would 
affect the results when correlated with IMS. dayman and 
Ryckman's (1977) research was based on the fact that both 
internals and externals could have either high or low self-
esteem scores. If both these conditions existed within one 
group they might tend to cancel each other out. 
The multiple regression and canonical correlation results 
gave little more insight into the relationship among these 
variables. They indicated ISE was related to IMS, but not 
highly enough to be a predictor for individuals. However, the 
results reinforce the idea of the value of providing material 
designed to improve self-esteem and increase the individual's 
internal locus of control along with instruction in 
communication and conflict resolution. 
Couple Relationships. As the scores for the 
individuals correlated significantly on all the variables, it 
was not surprising that the couple averages related for the 
total sample. 
On absolute differences and disparities, few of the 
correlations were significant. This either indicated that the 
differences were clustered closely together or that the number 
of occasions when the husbands had lower scores were balanced 
by the times the wives' scores were lower. The correlation 
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between IMSd and MSd was low and its negative correlation 
indicated the wives were more dissatisfied than their 
husbands. ISEa and ICIa were moderately related while ISEd to 
ICId were slightly less so. It appears that difference 
between spouses in self-esteem and internal locus of control 
have a tendency to increase or decrease together. The 
positive coefficient indicates the husbands were both higher 
in self-esteem and more internal than their wives. 
The correlations for husbands and wives were of great 
interest. The only pair that correlated highly was on IMS and 
the MS correlation was moderate. This may have been another 
indication of MS being defined differently by husbands and 
wives compared to the more specific definition of the IMS. 
The husband and wife scores proved to be valuable in the 
multiple regression. The levels of self-esteem and internal 
control of the husbands were the better predictors of the IMS 
average. The majority of these marriages may have been of the 
traditional type in which more power was with the husband in 
which case his character would more strongly influence the 
guality of the marriage. Or it may simply be that a husband 
with this combination of personal traits invests more into the 
marriage and is more supportive of his wife which she finds 
satisfying whether she is internal or external with high or 
low self-esteem. ^ 
The canonical correlation for the husband and wife 
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variables was also productive. While insufficient for the 
purposes of prediction without the addition variables, the 
proportion of the IMS/MS variability accounted for by the 
composite of the ISE/ICI seemed promising. It lent 
credibility to the possibility of building on the use of ISE 
and ICI in future research. 
Conclusions and Recommendations for Further Research 
The results of this investigation have clearly 
established a relationship among ISE, ICI and IMS. The 
contribution that internal locus of control and self-esteem 
appear to make to marital satisfaction is deserving of further 
research. All of the studies mentioned earlier which left out 
either self-esteem or locus of control could be repeated with 
the missing variable included. 
Research similar to this study which would include 
evaluating couples at the beginning and again upon completion 
of a marriage enrichment program might be profitable. The 
levels of self-esteem and internal locus of control among 
individuals who leave the program more distressed compared to 
those who benefit might contribute greatly to knowing how to 
prescreen and refer people to appropriate enrichment programs. 
The canonical correlation of the husband and wife scores 
intimated that prediction with these instruments as they 
currently exist might be possible with the addition of other 
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variables. Inquiry about personal income, instead of family 
income, would permit investigation into its relationship to 
self-esteem and conjugal power. Including a measure for 
social desirability might present a clearer indication of when 
the ISE scores represented true or defensive high self-esteem. 
Guerin, Fay, Burden, and Kautto (1987) provide vital 
insight into the subject of marital conflict. They emphasize 
the importance of the ability to focus, not on the spouse's 
part, but on one's own contribution to the dysfunctional 
interaction. In addition, Guerin et al. stress the 
willingness to expand one's view of self and others in order 
to improve the level of functioning. The diminishing of self-
focus coincides with the increase in conflict and an increase 
in the tendency to blame others for difficulties. Blaming was 
also central to the study by Szmajke (1983) who was 
investigating locus of control and self-esteem. The defensive 
externals had a score indicating high self-esteem, but 
exhibited anxiety and insecurity, blamed others for failures, 
and took credit for successes. Kawash and Scherf (1975) 
labeled this condition as defensive self-esteem. Szmajke's 
definition of a congruent external person who possesses low 
self-esteem, high concern for self, and attributes both 
success and failures to external factors seems similar to what 
Kawash and Scherf describe as defensive low self-esteem. A 
study based on the four levels of marital conflict, self-
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esteem, and self-focus might produce results which could be 
extremely helpful in screening potential members of marriage 
enrichment programs and referring them either to the 
appropriate course or to therapy. 
With respect to internal locus of control, two important 
factors were taken into consideration in interpreting the 
results of this study. Reverse scoring of the ICI established 
a lower score as indicating a more internal locus of control, 
and simplifying the ICI scores by use of Hudson's formula 
(1992) created ICI scores with the same range as the ISE and 
IMS (0-100). Scores on Hudson's instruments below the 
clinical cutting score of 30 (±5) indicated a lack of clinical 
problems on the IMS and ISE. Low scores on the ICI were not 
taken to have the same meaning. Since Rotter (1966) suggested 
that extreme internal or external scores on his instrument 
were essentially unrealistic, care was taken not to assume 
that very low ICI scores were desirable. No research had been 
done at the time of this study which established what kind of 
ICI score(s) would represent clinical problems. Therefore, 
the establishment of levels of dysfunction for locus of 
control would be a valuable contribution to knowledge. 
The concept of locus of control deserves considerable 
additional research. Both Rotter (1966) and Duttweiler (1984) 
defined it as perceptions concerning the source of 
reinforcement. Rotter established that he defines an external 
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as one who considers the reinforcement which follows his or 
her action as "not being entirely contingent upon his action." 
Both Rotter and Duttweiler seem to approach the issue of 
reinforcement as external to the person. 
Rotter (1966) clarified further that his locus of control 
variable is not concerned with whether the individual is 
controlled from within or without. Other literature stresses 
the importance of an individual accepting personal 
responsibility for his or her choices and the contribution his 
or her behavior makes to the marriage. Perhaps the answer 
would lie in the development of an instrument based upon the 
concept of self-determinism (Sherman & Dinkmeyer, 1987). 
Another issue deserving of consideration is the issue of 
power as distinct from locus of control. Rotter (1966) 
suggested that when subjects, who had been informed results 
depended either on luck or skill, accurately concluded the 
reinforcements were experimenter-controlled, the subjects soon 
became unwilling to participate further. This reaction 
appears similar to what can happen in a marriage when one 
spouse determines that the possibility of influencing, but not 
necessarily controlling, the other person does not exist. 
Anyone who is aware that each individual is entirely in 
control of his or her own choices is also cognizant that 
conjugal power is an issue in marriage. A marriage-specific 
instrument which would focus not only on the concept of self-
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determinism but also on conjugal power might provide a 
valuable assessment. 
Also, Adler (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1965) indicated a 
person's style of functioning is most clearly manifested in 
times of stress. The results on the instruments used in this 
study might have been affected by the state of the 
relationship at the point in time that they were completed. 
An instrument including questions about behavior and attitudes 
in both high and low stress situations might provide insight 
into the type of movement a spouse would take during conflict. 
Additional research is strongly encouraged with regard to 
the possible benefits of including in marriage enrichment 
programs content designed to increase the sense of individual 
responsibility and enhance self-esteem. Providing that 
component before the skill instruction seems beneficial and 
deserving of further investigation. 
Whether with existing instruments, or the addition of 
others such as those mentioned above, further research into 
self-esteem and acceptance of personal responsibility might be 
of tremendous assistance in determining whether an individual 
or couple were appropriate for the weekend type marriage 
enrichment workshops, more lengthy marital education programs, 
marital education combined with therapy, or therapy only. 
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APPENDIX A 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION SHEET Couple # 
Last 4 digits of S.S.# 
SEX; ^male female 
AGE: sunder 21 21-30 31-40 41-50 over 50 
EDUCATION (please mark highest level achieved); 
not H.S. graduate college graduate 
^H.S. graduate ^master's degree 
^VoTech/2 yr. college doctorate 
FAMILY INCOME: 
below $10,000 $25,000 to $35,000 
$10,000 to $15,000 $35,000 to $45,000 
$15,000 to $25,000 over $45,000 
Number of times married, including present: 
Number of biological children: 
Are you and your spouse currently living together? no yes 
Are you and/or your spouse in marriage counseling? no yes 
Have you and/or your spouse ever experienced marriage 
counseling? no yes 
Have you and/or your spouse ever participated in marriage 
enrichment programs? no yes 
Would your religion be a factor in a person not getting a 
divorce? no yes 
Evaluate your marriage from verv unhappv (1) to verv happv (5) 
(circle the number) 12 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX B 
DESCRIPTORS 
Descriptors bv Demographic Category for Total and for Groups 
Mean Median Std.Dev. Min Max 
Total (n=120) 
Age 3.69 4.00 1.05 2 5 
Education 3.29 3.00 1.27 1 6 
Income 5.07 5.00 1.08 2 6 
Times Married 1.16 1.00 0.43 1 3 
# Children 2.07 2.00 1.15 0 5 
Live Together 2.00 2.00 0.00 2 2 
Religion 1.76 2.00 0.43 1 2 
Control Group (n=40) 
Age 3.40 3.00 1.01 2 5 
Education 3.83 4.00 1.26 2 6 
Income 5.48 6.00 0.72 4 6 
Times Married 1.03 1.00 0.16 1 2 
# Children 1.80 2.00 1.27 0 5 
Live Together 2.00 2.00 0.00 2 2 
Religion 1.78 2.00 0.42 1 2 
Enrichment Group (n= 40) 
Age 4.30 5.00 0.97 2 5 
Education 3.33 3.00 1.3 1 6 
Income 5.28 6.00 0.96 3 6 
Times Married 1.00 1.00 0.00 1 1 
# Children 2.38 2.00 1.03 0 4 
Live Together 2.00 2.00 0.00 2 2 
Religion 2.00 2.00 0.00 2 2 
Counseling Group (n=40) 
Age 
Education 
Income 
Times Married 
# Children 
Live Together 
Religion 
3.38 3.00 0.93 2 5 
2.73 2.50 0.96 1 5 
4.45 4.00 1.24 2 6 
1.45 1.00 0.64 1 3 
2.03 2.00 1.10 0 4 
2.00 2.00 0.00 2 2 
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Descriptors for Index of Marital Satisfaction for Individuals 
Group Mean Median Std. Dev. Min Max 
Total (n=120) 23.48 16.67 17. 98 0.67 74. 00 
Control (n=40) 14.60 12.00 8. 98 1.33 44. 00 
Enrichment (n=40) 12.97 12.00 7. 40 0.67 39. 33 
Counseling (n=40) 42.88 42.67 16. 45 12.67 74. 00 
Descriptors for Index of Marital Satisfaction for Husbands 
Group Mean Median Std. Dev. Min Max 
Total (n=60) 22.58 17.00 16. 10 4.00 73. 33 
Control (n=20) 13.96 10.67 8. 31 4.00 32. 00 
Enrichment (n=20) 14.50 13.33 7. 24 5.33 39. 33 
Counseling (n=20) 39.28 41.67 15. 59 12.67 73. 33 
Descriptors for Index of Marital Satisfaction for Wives 
Group Mean Median Std. Dev. Min Max 
Total (n=60) 24.38 16.33 19. 77 0.67 74. 00 
Control (n=20) 15.23 14.00 9. 79 1.33 44. 00 
Enrichment (n=20) 11.43 10.66 7. 41 0.67 30. 67 
Counseling (n=20) 46.67 46.00 16. 89 15.67 74. 00 
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Descriptors for Rating of Marital Satisfaction for Individuals 
Group Mean Median Std. Dev Min Max 
Total (n=120) 4.06 4.00 1.00 1.00 5.00 
Control (n=40) 4.50 5.00 0.55 3.00 5.00 
Enrichment (n=40) 4.55 5.00 0.64 2.00 5.00 
Counseling (n=40) 3.13 3.00 0.99 1.00 5.00 
Descriptors for Rating of Marital Satisfaction for Husbands 
Group Mean Median Std. Dev. Min Max 
Total (n=60) 4.07 4.00 0.97 1.00 5.00 
Control (n=20) 4.55 5.00 0.61 3.00 5.00 
Enrichment (n=20) 4.45 5.00 0.76 2.00 5.00 
Counseling (n=20) 3.20 3.00 0.89 1.00 5.00 
Descriptors for Rating of Marital Satisfaction for Wives 
Group Mean Median Std. Dev. Min Max 
Total (n=60) 4.05 4.00 1.03 1.00 5.00 
Control (n=20) 4.45 4.00 0.51 4.00 5.00 
Enrichment (n=20) 4.65 5.00 0.49 4.00 5.00 
Counseling (n=20) 3.05 3.00 1.10 1.00 5.00 
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Descriptors for Index of Self-esteem for Individuals 
Group Mean Median Std. Dev. Min Max 
Total (n=120) 29.13 26.33 13. 68 0.67 86.00 
Control (n=40) 27.39 23.33 11. 73 10.00 59.33 
Enrichment (n=40) 23.55 20.67 10. 80 10.00 49.33 
Counseling (n=40) 36.44 34.00 15. 07 13.33 86.00 
Descriptors for Index of Self-esteem for Husbands 
Group Mean Median Std. Dev. Min Max 
Total (n=60) 26.67 24.00 12.93 0.67 56.67 
Control (n=20) 24.18 20.00 10.70 10.00 54.00 
Enrichment (n=20) 21.90 19.33 12.25 0.67 48.33 
Counseling (n=20) 33.93 31.67 12.99 15.33 56.67 
Descriptors for Index of Self--esteem for Wives 
Group Mean Median Std. Dev. Min Max 
Total (n=60) 31.58 30.00 14.07 13.33 86.00 
Control (n=20) 30.60 27.67 12.09 16.00 59.33 
Enrichment (n=20) 25.20 25.33 9.15 13.33 46.67 
Counseling (n=20) 38.95 39.11 16.86 13.33 86.00 
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Descriptors for Internal Control Index for Individuals 
Group Mean Median Std. Dev. Min Max 
Total (n=120) 30.85 29.46 12. 15 6.25 71.43 
Control (n=40) 28.35 26.34 12. 30 10.71 67.86 
Enrichment (n=40) 28.01 26.78 10. 38 6.25 64.81 
Counseling (n=40) 36.17 33.39 12. 17 14.29 71.43 
Descriptors for Internal Control Index for Husbands 
Group Mean Median Std. Dev. Min Max 
Total (n=60) 27.33 28.12 9. 06 6.25 47.32 
Control (n=20) 22.59 21.43 6. 59 10.71 33.04 
Enrichment (n=20) 25.22 26.78 7. 77 6.25 35.71 
Counseling (n=20) 34.19 33.39 8. 57 17.86 47.32 
Descriptors for Internal Control Index for Wives 
Group Mean Median Std. Dev. Min Max 
Total (n=60) 34.36 32.14 13. 81 7.41 71.43 
Control (n=20) 34.12 32.14 14. 04 12.50 7.86 
Enrichment (n=20) 30.80 26.78 12. 01 7.41 64.81 
Counseling (n=20) 38.16 33.48 14. 91 14.29 71.43 
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Descriptors of Variables for Couple Averages . 
Absolute Differences fa). and Disparities fd) 
Variable Mean Median Std. Dev. Min Max 
Total (n=60) 
IMSav 23 .48 16 .33 16 .84 3. 33 73 .67 
IMSa 9 .94 8 .33 8 .32 0. 66 44 .90 
IMSd -1 .80 0 .01 12 .90 -44. 90 28 .67 
MSav 4 .06 4 .50 0 .87 2 .00 5 .00 
MSa 0 .58 0 .00 0 .81 0 .00 4 .00 
MSd 0, .02 0 .00 1 .00 -4 .00 2 .00 
ISEav 29. 13 27, .67 11, .22 13 .66 63 .00 
ISEa 11, .60 8, .00 10, .73 0 .00 46 .00 
ISEd -4. 91 -1, .33 15, .08 -46 .00 30 .67 
ICIav 30. 85 28. 79 8. 85 14 .28 58 .93 
ICIa 12. ,93 10. ,51 10. 61 0 .00 50 .90 
ICId -7. ,03 -4. ,48 15. ,24 -50 .90 21 .16 
Control (n=20) 
IMSav 14. 60 13. 50 7. 58 3 .33 35, .67 
IMSa 8. 59 8. 00 4. 90 2 .00 16, .67 
IMSd -1. 27 0. 34 10. 00 -16 .67 12. 66 
MSav 4. 50 4. 50 0. 46 3 .50 5. 00 
MSa 0. 40 0. 00 0. 50 0 .00 3. 00 
MSd 0. 10 0. 00 0. 64 -1 .00 1. 00 
ISEav 27. 39 26. 17 8. 78 15 .66 48, ,00 
ISEa 10. 92 5. 67 11. 46 0, .00 39. ,33 
ISEd -6. 42 -1. 00 14. 61 -39, .33 12. ,00 
ICIav 28. 35 28. 35 7. 09 14, .28 42. 41 
ICIa 15. 55 13. 40 12. 87 0. 90 50. 90 
ICId -11. 53 -11. 85 16. 74 -50. ,90 14. 29 
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Descriptors of Variables for Couple Averages . 
Absolute Differences ( a ) .  and Disparities fD^ (continued) 
Variable Mean Median Std. Dev. Min Max 
Enrichment (n=20) 
IMSav 12.97 11.84 
IMSa 7.47 6.00 
IMSd 3.07 3.00 
5.57 
6.47 
9.52 
4.00 
0 . 6 6  
•14.00 
25.33 
28.67 
28.67 
MSav 
MSa 
MSd 
4.55 
0 . 6 0  
-0.20 
4.50 
0.50 
0 . 0 0  
0.43 
0.75 
0.95 
3.50 
0 . 0 0  
-3.00 
5.00 
3.00 
1.00 
ISEav 
ISEa 
ISEd 
23.55 
10.03 
-3.30 
22.17 
8 . 0 0  
-2.00 
8.37 
9.65 
13.70 
13.66 
0.03 
- 2 8 . 6 6  
40.33 
30.67 
30.67 
ICIav 
ICIa 
ICId 
28.01 
12.16 
-5.58 
26.56 
9.37 
-1.34 
6.96 
9.63 
14.68 
17.99 
0 . 0 0  
•32.67 
48.47 
32.67 
21.16 
Counseling (n=20) 
IMSav 42.88 41.83 14.02 14.67 73.67 
IMSa 13.76 12.67 11.20 0.67 44.90 
IMSd -7.20 -8.34 16.44 -44.90 20.33 
MSav 
MSa 
MSd 
3.13 
0.75 
0.15 
3.00 
0 . 0 0  
0 .00  
0.76 
1.07 
1.31 
2 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
-4.00 
5.00 
4.00 
2 . 0 0  
ISEav 
ISEa 
ISEd 
36.44 
13.85 
-5.02 
35.83 
9.67 
3.01 
12.31 
11.16 
17.32 
15.00 
2.67 
•46.00 
63.00 
46.00 
17.11 
ICIav 
ICIa 
ICId 
35.17 
11.08 
-3.98 
33.48 
8.93 
-2.67 
9.99 
8.94 
13.87 
21.87 
0 .00  
•26.42 
58.93 
26.42 
17.85 
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APPENDIX C 
FREQUENCIES 
Frecmencles of the Demographic Categories for Individuals 
Category 
Demographic 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total (n=120) 
Age 0 0 18 36 31 35 0 
Education 0 3 39 27 28 17 6 
Income 0 0 1 12 24 24 59 
Times Married 0 104 16 3 0 0 0 
# Children 17 11 50 33 7 2 0 
Live Together 0 0 120 0 0 0 0 
Religion 0 29 91 0 0 0 0 
MS Rating 0 2 8 20 41 49 0 
Control (n=40) 
Age 0 0 9 12 13 6 0 
Education 0 0 9 5 13 10 3 
Income 0 0 0 0 5 11 24 
Times Married 0 39 1 0 0 0 0 
# Children 0 8 6 16 8 2 0 
Live Together 0 0 40 0 0 0 0 
Religion 0 9 31 0 0 0 0 
MS Rating 0 0 0 1 18 21 0 
Enrichment (n=40) 
Age 0 0 2 8 6 24 0 
Education 0 2 11 9 11 4 3 
Income 0 0 0 0 5 11 23 
Times Married 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 
# Children 4 0 17 15 4 0 0 
Live Together 0 0 40 0 0 0 0 
Religion 0 0 40 0 0 0 0 
MS Rating 0 0 1 0 15 24 0 
Counseling (n=40) 
Age 0 0 7 16 12 5 0 
Education 0 1 19 13 4 3 0 
Income 0 0 1 10 11 6 12 
Times Married 0 25 12 3 0 0 0 
# Children 5 5 17 10 3 0 0 
Live Together 0 0 40 0 0 0 0 
Religion 0 20 20 0 0 0 0 
MS Rating 0 2 7 19 8 4 0 
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Frecmencies of Variable bv Interval for Individuals 
Intervals Group 
Total (n= 120) Control (n=40) 
IMS ISE ICI IMS ISE ICI 
(0,10] 27 1 2 14 0 0 
(10,20] 41 34 20 15 13 12 
(20,30] 17 33 40 9 12 13 
(30,40] 11 26 38 1 7 9 
(40,50] 10 15 12 1 6 4 
(50,60] 6 10 4 0 2 1 
(60,70] 5 0 3 0 0 1 
(70,80] 3 0 1 0 0 0 
(80,90] 0 1 0 0 0 0 
(90,100] 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enrichment (n=40) Counseling (n=40) 
IMS ISE ICI IMS ISE ICI 
(0,10] 13 1 2 0 0 0 
(10,20] 21 17 4 5 4 4 
(20,30] 4 11 20 4 10 7 
(30,40] 2 8 11 8 11 18 
(40,50] 0 3 2 9 6 6 
(50,60] 0 0 0 6 8 3 
(60,70] 0 0 1 5 0 1 
(70,80] 0 0 0 3 0 1 
(80,90] 0 0 0 0 1 0 
(90,100] 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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APPENDIX D 
LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS 
Dear Participant, 
Attached are three short test forms I am using to gather 
data for my doctoral dissertation. The Internal Control Index 
includes questions about your attitudes and behavior in most 
normal situations. The Index of Self-esteem focuses on how 
you see yourself. The Index of Marital Satisfaction measures 
your satisfaction with your present marriage. 
I would appreciate you filling out these instruments. I 
realize this will take about one hour of your time, but in 
doing so you will be helping me learn more about what 
contributes to people's self-esteem and satisfaction in 
marriage. 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary 
and confidential. Your name is not included on the 
questionnaires and the number codes at the top of the 
Background Information Sheet will be used for research 
purposes only. Code numbers will be removed and all 
questionnaires will be destroyed once the data has been 
entered into the computer. If filling out these 
questionnaires makes you uncomfortable, you are free to stop 
responding at any time. 
If you choose to participate, it is very important to the 
results of this study that you answer as honestly as you can. 
If your spouse is also a participant, please do not discuss 
your responses with him/her until after you return the tests 
to me. 
Thank you for your consideration. Let me again stress to 
you that your answers will remain confidential. If you have 
any questions, you can contact me at (618) 398-2627. 
Sincerely, 
Karen D. Malcom 
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APPENDIX E 
COVER LETTER TO ENRICHMENT VOLUNTEERS 
1 8 9  
APPENDIX E 
COVER LETTER TO ENRICHMENT VOLUNTEERS 
CHRISTIAN FAMILY SERVICES. INC. 
Janiiary 12, IQQi 
Dear 
I appreciate your consenting to liclp Katcn Malconi in her disscilatioti research. She is doing 
a comparison study of tlic rcs|K)iises of l)vce groups to the thiee encto.?cd questionnaires. 'Die 
three groups arc: 
1. Couples actively involved in maniagc cnrichnient 
2. Couplc-s beginning niaritnl therapy 
3. Couples involved neitJier in marriage cnticluticnl nor in therapy 
I believe that the results of her work can add to our knowledge concerning the relationship of 
marital satisfnction to self-esteem and inner-control. 
It should lake each of you about a half-hour to complete (he project. When you have done so, 
please return tlie materials in the envelope they came in, using the label and the 10.7.5 postage 
that are enclosed. 
Again, tlianks so much for your help. 
For better maniages. 
Roger \\Jlawley, Ph.D. 
80.19 Watson Rond, Siiilc 120, Si. Louis, Missouri 6.1119 
9955 Bunlium Road, Talrvlcw I leighls, Illinois 62208 
Supporiifd hy Chuiehrl of CIttlil 
(3H| 968-2216 
(618) 397-7678 
